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Foreword 


The  idea  for  this  book  developed  from  classroom  need.  As  a  teacher 
of  the  Old  Testament  I  found  myself  facing  the  problem  felt  by  all 
teachers,  namely,  not  enough  time  to  help  my  students  become  in¬ 
volved  with  the  wealth  of  important  material  in  my  discipline.  How, 
for  example,  could  I  help  them  to  become  acquainted  with  the  theo¬ 
logical  contributions  of  von  Rad,  Eichrodt,  Vriezen,  Procksch,  Jacob, 
van  Imschoot,  Knight,  and  others,  and  still  have  time  for  other  as¬ 
pects  of  Old  Testament  study?  I  needed  something  more  extensive 
than  the  very  helpful  series  of  articles  that  appeared  in  The  Exposi¬ 
tory  Times  during  1962-1963,  and  yet  brief  enough  so  that  the  stu¬ 
dents  could  have  a  sense  of  the  whole.  I  also  wanted  something  that 
could  provide  a  review  perspective  for  those  who  had  finished  their 
degree.  This  book  is  the  result. 

The  men  who  have  written  the  essays  are  all  engaged  in  the  task 
of  teaching  the  Old  Testament,  and  represent  various  Baptist  de¬ 
nominations  in  different  parts  of  the  world.  I  wish  to  thank  them  for 
their  cooperation  and  patience  during  the  unexpected  delays  which 


arose  in  the  production  of  the  book.  It  has  been  pleasant  working 
with  them.  The  editors  at  the  Judson  Press,  particularly  Mr.  Harold 
L.  Twiss,  have  also  been  long-suffering  and  encouraging.  My  thanks 
are  given  to  them  as  well.  Finally,  I  would  express  my  gratitude  to 
my  secretary,  Mrs.  Almeda  McKee,  and  to  her  assistant,  Miss  Maxine 
Clark,  for  their  willing  help  in  manuscript  preparation. 

Robert  B.  Laurin 
Covina,  California 
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Introduction 


The  importance  of  the  Old  Testament  for  contemporary  man  is 
becoming  increasingly  recognized.  This  growing  interest  can  be  seen 
not  only  in  the  marked  growth  of  writing  within  the  Old  Testament 
field  itself,  but  particularly  in  the  expanding  discussion  about  the 
place  of  the  Old  Testament  in  interdisciplinary  studies  which  speak 
to  current  theological,  philosophical,  and  sociological  concerns.  H. 
Miskotte,  When  the  Gods  Are  Silent,  is  a  good  example,1  as  well  as 
the  growing  list  of  volumes  and  articles  dealing  with  hermeneutics  and 
history.  The  reasons  for  this  attention  are  varied,  but  undoubtedly 
the  Old  Testament’s  profound  sense  of  a  historical  process  and  its 
probing  search  of  man’s  basic  existential  questions  are  among  the 
most  important.  James  Robinson  has  even  claimed  that  Old  Testament 
scholarship  could  well  become  the  central  base  for  all  theological  dis¬ 
cussion  in  the  coming  generation.2  The  present  volume  is  intended 

1See  Komelis  H.  Miskotte,  When  the  Gods  Are  Silent ,  trans.  John  W.  Dob- 
erstein  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  1967). 

aJ.  M.  Robinson,  “The  Historicality  of  Biblical  Language,”  in  The  Old 
Testament  and  Christian  Faith,  ed.  B.  W.  Anderson  (New  York:  1963),  p. 
150. 
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to  contribute  to  this  by  providing  a  compendium  of  recent  important 
books  on  the  structure  and  content  of  Old  Testament  theology. 
Crowning  Old  Testament  study  is  the  elucidation  of  its  theology, 

since  the  construction  of  a  scientific  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  presup¬ 
poses  the  results  of  all  the  other  Old  Testament  studies  and  also  because 
these  varied  studies  require  some  further  study  to  collate  and  synthesize  their 
results  so  as  to  make  them  available  to  other  branches  of  theological  science 
and  to  the  world  of  secular  learning  as  well.3 

If  the  Old  Testament  is  going  to  take  its  necessary  place  in  present- 
day  debate,  then  its  theological  contributions  need  to  be  understood 
clearly  and  properly.  The  history  of  the  church  and  synagogue  shows 
us  how  often  the  Old  Testament  has  been  used  for  the  confirmation 
of  previously  determined  dogmatic  positions.  What  does  the  Old 
Testament  rVqlly  say  when  investigated  by  means  of  the  scientific 
methods  of  higher  and  lower  critiasm?  AnswersTcT this  question  arfe 
ottered  here  by  tEe' major  Old  Testament  theologies  under  review. 
The  answers  are  not  uniform,  of  course,  for  these  books  illustrate  the 
commonly  recognized  problem  of  structuring  the  theology  of  the  Old 
Testament.  Do  Christian  dogmatics  provide  the  proper  rubrics  with 
the  standard  divisions  of  revelation,  God,  creation,  man,  sin,  and 
salvation?  Is  exposition  presented  around  a  common  theme  (e.g., 
kingship  or  covenant)  the  best  way  to  give  the  answer?  Or  does  a 
develop^  historical  methodology  provide  the  most  satisfying  ap¬ 
proach?  Indeed,  can  one  even  speak  of  “a”  theology  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment?  These  are  questions  to  keep  in  view  throughout  the  book. 

There  is  a  further  perspective  from  which  the  reader  of  these 
essays  must  evaluate  the  ultimate  worth  of  the  contemporary  theol¬ 
ogies  of  the  Old  Testament :  What  should  be  the  task  of  a  writer  on 
Old  Testament  theology?  The  usual  answer  has  been  something  along 
the  order  of  the  words  of  Krister  Stendahl:  “The  task  of  biblical 
studies,  even  of  biblical  theology,  is  to  describe,  to  relive  and  relate  in 
the  terms  and  the  presuppositions  of  the  period  of  the  texts  what  they 
meant  to  their  authors  and  their  contemporaries.  To  furnish  the 
original.”  4  Stendahl  then  points  out  that  answering  the  question  of 

3  Robert  C.  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old  Testament  Theology,  rev.  ed.  (New 
York:  The  Seabury  Press,  1963),  p.  97. 

r-'*  4  Krister  Stendahl,  “Implications  of  Form-Criticism  and  Tradition-Criticism 
for  Biblical  Interpretation,”  JBL,  77  (1958),  p.  38. 
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meaning  for  us  here  and  now  is  the  task  of  systematic  theology.  But 
can  we  rest  content  with  an  Old  Testament  theology  that  is  merely 
^de^ripjjxeli?  Dentan  has  expressed  it  correctly  when  he  states  that 
“it  is  necessary  for  Old  Testament  studies  to  be  concerned  with  the 
value  of  the  things  with  which  they  deal  and  to  indicate  their  sig¬ 
nificance  for  the  rest  of  life.” 5  Are  we,  after  all,  simply  antiquarians 
interested  in  the  beliefs  of  an  ancient  people?  Or  are  we  modem 
men  with  modern  concerns?  Current  writers  are  turning  to  the  Old 
Testament  to  gain  help  in  answering  modern  questions.  Edmond 
Jacob  has  written  that  the  Bible  does  not  contain  “a  timeless  revela¬ 
tion,  but  a  word  of  God  for  particular  men  in  particular  circum¬ 
stances.”  6  While  this  is  certainly  true  for  men  of  Bible  times,  we  are 
also  “particular  men”  wh(^longJ;Q_kn  that~“^^ 
ticular  circtunstancSi  What  part  can  the  Old  Testament  play  in 
giving  us  such  a  word?  Must  the  biblical  department  remain_dk-_ 
passional  handling  the  Old  Testament  at  this  point,  " 

and  leave  the  problem  of  contemporary  meaning  to  the  systematician? 
To  express  this  concern  is  not  to  deny  that  we  must  clearly  dis^7 
tinguish,  as  Langdon  Gilkey  writes,  “between  Hebrew  recital  (bibli-  f 
cal  theology)  and  our  recital  (confessional  or  systematic  theology)/ 
if  our  confessions  are  to  make  any  sense  at  all.” 7  Our  present  Old] 
Testament  theologies  have  done  a  tremendous  service  in  providing 
for  us  the  distinctive  beliefs  of  the  Old  Testament  in  readily  available 
form.  But  can  we  really  say  that  the  task  of  the  Old  Testament  theo¬ 
logian  is  only  to  provide  ^  tools  (for  someone  else  to  ask  the  im¬ 
portant  ultimate  questions ?  ,T.  Vriezen  seems  to  think  so,  for_he^ 
write^that^biblical  theology^llcollects  the_materi 
T3ible  as  it  has  come  to  understand  them  in  the  light  of 
that  the  aogmatician.  engaged  m-his  systematic  work,  may  know 

what  thepointsat  issue  in  the  Bible  are.”  8  — 

- -  ,  _ nrii|.  ,T_nin  r _ _ _ _ . 

5  Dentan,  loc.  cit. 

0  Edmund  Jacob,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament,  trans.  Arthur  W.  Heath- 
cote  and  Philip  J.  Allcock  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  1958),  p.  27. 

7  Langdon  B.  Gilkey,  “Cosmology,  Ontology,  and  the  Travail  of  Biblical  Lan¬ 
guage,”  CT,  33  (1962),  p.  153. 

I  a T.  C.  Vriezen,  An  Outline  of  Old  Testament  Theology  (Newton,  Mass.: 
(Charles  T.  Branford  Co.,  1958),  p.  119;  see  also  E.  Jacob  in  the  preface  to 
his  second  French  edition,  p.  vii. 
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f  The  question  needs  to  be  asked  whether  or  not  the  usual  descriptive 
|  approach  to  writing  Old  Testament  theology  has  even  been  true  to  its 
/  stated  task.  The  men  of  the  Old  Testament  were  not  simply  pro- 
1  claimers  of  words  dropped  from  heaven;  they  were  not  secretaries.  * 
They  were  men  involved  in  their  message,  those  who  spoke  a  word 

_ out  of  certain  cultural  and  ideational  backgrounds.  How  have  these 

elements  shaped  their  thought,  and  so  blunted  or  obscured  the  real¬ 
ities  of  their  situations  and  beliefs  ?  Edmond  Jacob  comments : 

The  narration  of  history  implies  for  the  Israelite  an  interpretation  of  it, 
because  he  views  God's  action  through  faith  and  not  by  the  methods  of  the 
archivist  or  the  archaeologist  .  .  .  the  Hebrew  mind  has  little  awareness  of 
the  notion- of  history,  for  it  is  interested  in  history  only  to  the  extent  in 
which  in!  is  his  et  nunc  a  present  and  dynamic  reality.® 

Thus  when  we  describe  Old  Testament  theology  we  cannot  simply 
present  what  the  Old  Testament  characters  believed  if  we  are  truly 
to  be  descriptive  of  their  thought  and  intent.  Old  Testament  theology 
gLUSt  be_^l^c?l  JudgmentaHf  it  is  to  be  true  to  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment.  It  must  also  deal  with  the  hxc  et  nunc  as  well  as  the  philosoph¬ 
ical  and  cultural  presuppositions  that  permeated  the  work  of  the  Old 
Testament  writers.  These  assumptions  are  also  part  of  what  they 
believed.  Such  an  attempt  is  often  made,  of  course,  but  it  is  not 
usually  carried  far  enough.  If  Old  Testament  theology  is  truly  to 
speak  to  modern  man,  the  biblical  theologian  must  describe  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  faith  ix^contemporary  terms  and  models.  He  will  seek  to  ex¬ 
pose  what  is  provincial  and  merely  historical  in  the  thought  of  the 
Old  Testament  and  will  try  to  provide  that  which  he  believes  must 
remain.  He,  too,  must  get  involved  and  feel  the  relationship  with 
God  felt  by  the  Old  Testament  writers.  If  he  does  so,  he  will  inev¬ 
itably  search  for  new  models  by  which  to  describe  that  faith  which 
he  discovers,  but  in  the  process  he  will  truly  have  described  Old 
Testament  faith. 

The  period  of  separate  disciplines  in  the  theological  curriculum  is 
passing,  and  the  sooner  the  better.  It  is  true  that  we  will  always  have 
to  have  separate  areas  of  specialization,  in  order  to  handle  the  volume 
of  work.  But  the  day  is  past  when  an  Old  Testament  expert  can  be 
content  with  thinking  he  has  done  his  work  if  he  has  simply  described 


Jacob,  op .  cit.,  p.  184. 
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the  facts  in  his  field  without  relating  them  to  the  work  of  other  de¬ 
partments.  He  will  provide  far  more  helpful  material  to  his  con¬ 
temporaries  if  he  comes  to  recognize  that  he  is  part  of  a  community 
of  scholarship  embracing  many  disciplines.  He  must  ask  the  question, 
for  example,  of  the  meaning  of  the  Old  Testament  for  the  church  and 
synagogue,  indeed  for  all  men.  And  he  must  give  some  answers,  be¬ 
cause  he  has  lived  with  the  text  more  intimately  than  others.  He  has 
the  tools  of  language  and  history  to  open  up  the  penetrating  issues. 
He  is  a  man  concerned  about  the  same  issues  of  life  that  concern  the 
confessional  theologians.  What  does  he,  with  his  own  special  insight, 
think  about  the  implications  of  Old  Testament  belief? 

Each  man,  because  he  is  a  man,  has  common  concerns  with  other 
men :  Who  am  I  ?  Where  is  reality  to  be  found  ?  What  is  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  existence?  Yet  each  man  has  only  a  small  area  of  knowledge 
in  which  he  can  gain  some  competence.  His  unique  contribution  to 
the  common  human  concerns  can  come  when  he  utilizes  his  expertise 
in  that  small  area  to  show  us  how  a  solution  there  can  help  us  to 
solve  those  concerns.  We  have,  therefore,  expected  the  wrong  thing 
by  waiting  for  the  dogmatician  or  systematician  to  be  the  spokesman 
to  our  culture.  Stendahl  complains  that  biblical  specialists  always 
show  up  "amateurish  and  nearsighted”  when  they  try  to  handle  the 
questions  of  meaning,  since  these  questions  demand  a  technical  com¬ 
petence  in  philosophy,  epistemology,  semantics,  and  systematic  theol-f 
ogy  which  cannot  be  expected  of  biblical  scholars.10  But  what  are  we; 
doing  when  we  expect  the  systematician  to  be  competent  in  Old) 
Testament  studies  ?  The  problem  is  the  same  for  all  of  us.  Interdis-  \ 
ciplinary  involvement,  therefore,  is  a  necessity,  but  not  merely  for  j 
the  purpose  of  having  the  systematician  or  practical  theologian  inter-  j 
pret  to  the  modern  world  the  facts  provided  by  the  biblical  theologian. 
Its  purpose  should  be  for  each  man — Old  Testament  scholar.  New 
Testament  expert,  church  historian,  systematician — to  bring  the  con¬ 
tributions  and  insights  of  his  field  to  the  common  problems  of  man¬ 
kind.  The  focus  of  interdisciplinary  work,  therefore,  is  not  to  be  on 
one  man  who  will  answer  contemporary  questions,  but  on  the  ques¬ 
tions  themselves  to  which  each  discipline  has_  something  to  say. 

Too  long  we  have  labored  under  the  false  impression  that  we  lose 


10  Stendahl,  oJ>.  cit,  p.  33. 
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our  “object!^  we 

^ieveTwhat  we  consider  to  bejcorrect  or  fake  in 
Asa"  teacher  of  OlTTesSment,  I  want  a  chance  to  engage  in  dialogue 
with  the  theological  evaluations  of  others  who  write  on  common 
themes.  I  am  more  than  an  antiquarian.  I  am  a  twentieth-century"^ 
maiTwho  believes  the  Old  Testament  can  be  a  twentieth-century 
document.  Old  Testament  theology  can  help  us  most  when  it  chal¬ 
lenges  us  by  speaking  to  twentieth-century  questions  in  the  midst  of 
describing  pre-Christian  approaches  to  common  problems. 

Most  of  the  theologians  discussed  in  this  book  have  made  a  start 
in  this  direction.  This  is  particularly  true  of  Vriezen.  von  Rad,  and 
Knight.  And  one  finds  a  comparable  concern  in  other  areas  of  Old 
Testament  work.  In  commentary  writing  there  is  a  new  mood,  ex¬ 
emplified  in  the  German  series  Biblischer  Kommentar  or  Das  Alte 
Testament  Deutsch .  Although  often  these  commentators  do  not  spend 
enough  time  on  the  questions  of  meaning,  yet  their  interest  is  more 
than  mere  description.  They  constantly  ask  the  question  of  the  “Ziel” 
(goal,  intent)  of  a  given  passage.  The  same  can  be  said  of  other  re¬ 
cent  commentaries.11  One  can  also  notice  this  interest  in  the  con¬ 
temporary  value  of  the  Old  Testament  in  the  increasing  discussion 
of  the  hermeneutical  question  by  Old  and  New  Testament  theo¬ 
logians.12 

The  choice  of  the  particular  authors  for  discussion  in  this  volume 
was  determined  by  their  importance,  by  their  variant  approaches, 
and  by  the  availability  of  their  work  in  a  volume  or  two.  It  will  be 
obvious  that  a  host  of  writers  on  Old  Testament  theological  themes 
has  been  omitted,  as  well  as  those  with  separate  books  on  the  sub¬ 
ject.  The  works  of  Abraham  Heschel,  Wilhelm  Vischer,  and  per¬ 
haps,  Ludwig  Kohler,  would  particularly  merit  extended  examination. 
But  space  limitations  required  that  only  the  present  selection  could 

u  James  D.  Smart,  History  and  Theology  in  Second  Isaiah:  A  Commentary 
on  Isaiah  35,  40-66  (Philadelphia:  The  Westminster  Press,  1965) ;  George  A. 
F.  Knight,  D enter o-Isaiah:  A  Theological  Commentary  on  Isaiah  40-55  (Nash¬ 
ville:  Abingdon  Press,  1965) ;  James  M.  Ward,  Hosea:  A  Theological  Com¬ 
mentary  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  1966). 

13  Cf.  especially  Claus  Westermann,  ed.,  Essays  on  Old  Testament  Hermeneu¬ 
tics,  James  Luther  Mays,  ed.,  English  translation  (Richmond:  John  Knox 
Press,  1963)  ;  Bernhard  W.  Anderson,  ed.,  The  Old  Testament  and  Christian 
Faith  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  Inc.,  1963). 
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be  included.  Each  of  the  essays  deals  with  certain  common  concerns 
in  critiquing  the  particular  theologian’s  work:  his  arrangement  of 
Old  Testament  theology,  his  understanding  of  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  faith  and  history  in  the  Old  Testament,  his  concept  of  the  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  and  his  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  details  of  the  theology  or  theologies  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment.  Each  author,  however,  has  been  left  free  to  arrange  his  essay 
in  ways  that  best  fit  the  particular  theologian  he  discusses.  The  trans¬ 
literation  of  Hebrew  words  in  each  essay  is  varied,  for  it  reflects  the 
methodology  of  the  particular  theologian. 

It  is  hoped  that  this  book  will  be  useful  as  a  text  for  classroom 
survey  and  discussion,  or  as  a  guide  to  the  intensive  examination  of 
individual  authors.  Thus,  each  essay  concludes  with  a  bibliography  of 
further  writings  by  the  particular  theologian.18 


MA  helpful  supplement  to  the  present  volume  is  R.  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old 
Testament  Theology  (op,  cit.).  This  book  provides  a  discussion  of  the  history 
and  methodology  of  research  on  the  theology  of  the  Old  Testament 


1 

W.  Eichrodt 
Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 


by  Norman  K.  Gottwald 


W dither  Eichrodt  was  born  on  August  1, 1890,  in  Grensbach,  Germany.  He  was 
educated  at  the  universities  of  Greifswald,  Heidelberg,  and  Erlangen,  and  re¬ 
ceived  an  honorary  doctorate  from  the  University  of  Glasgow.  He  taught  first 
at  Erlangen,  and  then  became  Professor  of  History  of  Religions  and  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  at  the  University  of  Basel  in  Switzerland. 


Walther  Eichrodt’s  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  is  the  single 
most  important  work  of  its  genre  in  the  twentieth  century.  This  is 
not  alone  because  of  its  scope  (the  English  translation  exceeds  one 
thousand  pages).  Eichrodt’s  importance  lies  in  the  working  solutions 
he  brings  to  those  critfcal  questions  of  biblical  study  and  theological 
inquiry  which  the  nineteenth  century  so  sharply  posed  and  so  in¬ 
conclusively  dealt  with.  It  is  in  the  endeavor  to  unite  exegetical/his- 
torical  craftsmanship  and  theological  reflection  that  Eichrodt  makes 
his  greatest  contribution.  By  -producing  an  amalgam  of  historical  and 
theological  inquiry  on  an  architectonic  scale,  he  forces  us  to  judge 
whether  our  century  has  succeeded  any  better  than  the  last  in  re¬ 
lating  the  apparently  disparate  attitudes  toward  the  Bible  repre¬ 
sented  by  historical  method  and  theological  science. 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

An  author’s  method  must  be  assessed  both  by  what  he  says  and 
by  what  he  does,  that  is,  in  terms  of  his  intention  and  his  execution. 
Often  the  congruence,  tension,  or  disjunction  between  methodological 
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theory  and  practice  will  tell  us  more  than  the  actual  conclusions 
reached. 

Eichrodt  is  at  pains  to  set  forth  his  method  in  deliberate  contrast 
to  what  had  prevailed  previous  to  his  programmatic  essay  on  Old 
Testament  theology  written  in  1929 1  and  the  launching  of  the  first 
volume  of  his  own  theology  in  1933  (volumes  two  and  three  in  1935 
and  1939  respectively).2  He  believed  that  to  date  two  basic  types  of 
miscontruction  of  biblical  theology  had  occurred.  One  was  “histori- 
cism'^or  “developmentalism,"  a  simplistic  and  rigid  view  of  history 
in  which  a  tight,  quasi-mechanistic,  causal  conception  of  the  relation 
between  events  was  linked  with  evolutionary  views  transferred  naively 
from  biology  to  history.  So  viewed,  Israel's  religion  was  seen  mainly 
in  terms  of  evolving  ideas  and  institutions,  with  a  stress  on  their 
variety  and  time-bound  character.  The  other  misconstruction,  “naive 
orthodoxy,"  was  in  its  own  way  similarly  simplistic  and  rigid  in  its 
view  of  the  subject  matter,  sometimes  rationalistic  in  its  treatment 
of  Israel's  religion  as  an  arsenal  of  proof  texts  for  current  doctrine 
and  at  other  times  spiritistic  in  its  belief  that  special  guidance  en¬ 
titles  the  interpreter  to  find  concealed  meanings  in  the  biblical  text. 
In  either  form  such  orthodoxy  substituted  dogmatism  for  historical 
study  and  imposed  a  non-existent  unity  upon  Israel's  religion,  thereby 
eliminating  the  distance  between  Israel's  life  and  our  own  life  neces¬ 
sary  for  genuine  historical  inquiry. 

It  seemed  to  Eichrodt  that,  in  contrast  to  “historicism"  on  the  one 
side  and  “orthodoxy"  on  the  other,  history  must  be  allowed  to  stand 
on  its  own,  that  theology  must  be  permitted  to  do  the  same,  and  that 
each,  properly  understood,  contributed  to  the  other.  His  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  theology  may  be  understood  as  a  detailed  attempt  to  show  how 
historical  and  theological  disciplines  may  properly  converge  upon 
or  emerge  from  the  Old  Testament  without  simply  merging  with  or 
displacing  one  another. 

1  Walther  Eichrodt,  “Hat  die  alttestamentliche  Theologie  noch  selbstandige 
Bedeutung  innerhalb  der  alttestamentlichen  Wissenschaft?”  ZAW,  47  (1929), 
pp.  83-91. 

a  W.  Eichrodt,  Theologie  des  Alien  Testaments :  vol.  1  Go  it  und  Volk  (Leip¬ 
zig:  1933)  ;  vol  2  Gott  und  Welt  (1935)  ;  vol.  3  Gott  und  Mensch  (1939).  Eng. 
trans.  by  J.  A.  Baker,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  (Philadelphia:  The 
Westminster  Press,  vol.  1,  1961;  vol.  2,  1967).  Volume  1  ©  1961  S.C.M. 
Press,  volume  2  ©  1967  S.C.M.  Press.  All  quotations  are  used  by  permission. 
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In  the  preface  to  the  first  volume,  restated  in  his  preface  to  the 
English  edition  in  1961,  Eichrodt  asserts  his  intention  to  examine 
the  religion  of  ancient  Israel  as  “a  self-conta ined-£ntity  exhibiting,  \ 
despite  ever-changing  historical  conditions,  a  constant  basic  tendency  I 
and  character”  (I,  p.  11). 8  This  statement  succinctly  catches  up  the 
fundamental  features  of  his  method:  an  organismic  view  of  history 
and  culture,  a  significant  allowance  for  historical  development,  and 
an  ultimate  subordination  of  development  to  the  structural  or  typical 
character  of  the  whole. 

Accordingly,  Eichrodt  sees  his  theology  as  historical  in  the  sensei 
that  it  represents  a  synthesis  of  the  results  of  mainstream  historical  V 
study  of  the  Bible.  He  dubs  this  synthesis  “a  cross  section”  which 
lays  bare  the  dynamics  of  Israelite  religious  thought  and  practice. 

His  theology  is  comprehensive  in  that  it  aims  to  encompass  “the 
structural  unity”  of  the  religion  and,  in  so  doing,  to  distinguish  the 
essential  features  from  the  nonessential. 

The  problem  for  Eichrodt  is  how  this  comprehensiveness  can  be 
achieved  without  repeating  the  past  unproductive  procedures,  whose 
manner  of  generalizing  from  historical  data  must  be  rejected.  It  is 
not  sufficient,  for  example,  to  describe  the  historical  unfolding  of 
Israel's  faith  punctuated  by  occasional  summaries.  For  Eichrodt  that 
would  be  merely  history  of  the  religion  of  Israel  in  a  pejorative 
“historicist”  sense.  Nor  is  it  sufficient  to  organize  the  historical  data 
under  general  headings,  such  as  God,  man,  sin,  salvation,  etc.  That 
would  be  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  in  a  pejorative  “dogmatic!!  </ 
sense.  Nor  will  it  do  to  write  about  the  essential  features  of  the 
cross  section  apart  from  historical  development.  That  would  fall 
under  the  stigma  of  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  in  a  “metaphysi¬ 
cal”  or  “spiritistic”  sense.  All  such  undertakings  he  believes  to  be 
futile ;  a  new  course  must  be  charted. 

The  only  adequate  method  is  for  the  cross  section  to  be  “a  typical 
description  of  a  living  process.”  This  means  that  it  is  vital  “to  have 
the  historical  principle  operating  side  by  side  with  the  systematic 
in  a  complementary  role”  (I,  p.  32).  This  would  be  imperative  for 
the  explication  of  any  religion,  but  it  is  urgent  for  Israelite  religion^ 
because  of  “the  prominence  of  the  personal  and  historical  factors”  in 

3  Ibid.  All  citations  in  the  text  are  of  the  English  translation,  roman  numerals 
indicating  volumes  and  arabic  numerals  indicating  pages. 
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it.  Eichrodt  commits  himself  to  a  primarily  systematic  form  of  ar¬ 
rangement  for  Old  Testament  theology  incorporating  extensive  seg¬ 
ments  of  historical  analysis  and  synopsis  in  the  systematic  framework. 

But  is  talk  about  a  systematic  treatment  of  historical  data  anything 
more  than  playing  with  words?  Indeed,  what  basic  principles  will 
assure  that  the  system  does  justice  to  the  living  process  of  Israelite 
thought?  Eichrodt  insists  that  it  is  necessary  to  draw  the  principles 
directly  from  the  Old  Testament  itself  and  not  from  categories  oper¬ 
ative  in  philosophy  of  history  or  in  systematic  theology,  for  “we 
must  plot  our  course  as  best  we  can  along  the  lines  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment’s  own  dialectic.  This  speaks  of  a  revelation  of  the  God  of  the 
People,  who  in  his  rule  proves  himself  to  be  also  the  God  of  the 
World  and  the  God  of  the  Individual”  (I,  p.  33).  This  suggests  that 
the  best  system  is  threefold:  first,  thoroughly  to  explicate  Israelite 
faith  under  the  category  “God  and  the  People”  (Part  I),  and  after¬ 
ward,  in  what  amounts  to  derivative  subheadings,  to  explore  the 
corollary  categories  of  “God  and  the  World”  (Part  II),  and  “God 
and  Man”  (Part  III). 

This  system  allows  Eichrodt  to  emphasize  two  features  of  Israelite 
religion  which,  while  often  commented  upon,  have  often  been  disre¬ 
garded  in  the  arrangement  of  biblical  theologies.  First,  the  primary 
topic  of  Israel’s  religious  records  is  neither  the  religious  consciousness 
of  Israel  nor  the  being  of  God.  It  is  rather  the  intimate  and  abiding 
connection  between  the  people  and  its  deity.  Therefore,  all  Old 
Testament  theology  must  keep  the  reciprocal  communion  of  God  and 
people  in  constant  view.  It  is  always  a  matter  of  God  for  Israel  and 
of  Israel  under  God.  Secondly,  it  is  not  simply  the  general  relation¬ 
ship  between  God  and  man  which  the  Old  Testament  makes  central. 
There  is  a  peculiarly  concrete  and  limiting  focus  on  God  and  on  the 
people  of  Israel.  This  is  done  in  a  deliberate  manner,  not  as  though 
God  of  the  Old  Testament  simply  grew  up  as  the  limited  counterpart 
of  Israel  but  rather  as  though  a  clearly  superior  Being  limited  his  re¬ 
lationship  to  man  by  focussing  it  upon  a  particular  segment  of  hu¬ 
manity  which  becomes,  in  that  act  of  divine  self-limitation,  a  cor¬ 
porate  body  and  a  congregation.  From  the  primary  divinely  self¬ 
limited  relationship  with  Israel  stem  implications  for  the  relation  of 
God  to  all  his  creation,  both  in  the  natural  world  and  among  the 
nations,  as  well  as  to  individual  Israelites.  Eichrodt  selects  the  cate- 
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gories  and  their  sequence  with  care  in  order  to  stress  that  in  Israel¬ 
ite  thought  God  is  seen  in  relation  to  man  and  seen,  furthermore, 
in  the  procedural  order  of  his  relation  to  Israelite  man  as  a 

GENERIC  COMMUNITY,  followed  by  his  RELATION  TO  MEN  AT  LARGE 
and  to  INDIVIDUAL  ISRAELITES. 

Of  course  Eichrodt  readily  admits  that  this  structural  unity  is  not 
something  explicitly  stated  in  the  Old  Testament,  for  he  does  not 
believe  that  any  theological  propositions  in  the  full  sense  appear  there. 
He  argues  rather  that,  taken  as  a  whole,  the  living  process  of  Is¬ 
raelite  religion  suggests  this  tripartite  approach  as  the  one  way  we 
can  best  organize  the  data  of  the  Old  Testament  summarily  while 
remaining  in  touch  with  the  particularist  mind  of  ancient  Israel.  The 
cross  section  is  a  theoretical  construct  intended  to  illuminate  the  rich 
detail  of  Israelite  religion  by  pointing  repeatedly  toward  the  inner 
unity  of  its  view  of  reality. 

To  this  point  I  have  avoided  speaking  of  “the  covenant,”  the  con¬ 
cept  which  supposedly  best  epitomizes  Eichrodt’s  arrangement  of  the 
material,  and  around  which  much  controversy  has  swirled.  T  have 
done  so  because  the  controversy  has  been  so  narrow  and  superficial 
that  Eichrodt’s  intention  has  been  overlooked  and  any  real  assess¬ 
ment  of  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  his  approach  has  been 
quickly  lost  in  terminological  wrangling.  Since  the  controversy  has 
been  so  persistent,  however,  something  must  be  said  about  it. 

The  fundamental  category  of  “God  and  the  People”  is  in  Eich¬ 
rodt’s  usage  expressible  by  the  linguistic  cipher:  covenant.  In  his 
first  edition,  however,  Eichrodt  hardly  mentions  the  concept  of  cov¬ 
enant  in  his  discussion  of  methodology.  In  fact,  where  he  attempts  to 
state  the  unity  of  the  living  process  of  Israelite  religion  and  to  con¬ 
nect  it  with  the  New  Testament,  he  speaks  rather  of  the  rule  or 
kingship  of  god,  specifically  “the  irruption  of  the  Kingship  of  God 
into  this  world  and  its  establishment  here”  (I,  p.  26).  In  defending 
the  retention  of  the  covenant  cipher  in  the  preface  to  the  fifth  revised 
edition  (1957),  Eichrodt  claims  that  the  term  is  “a  convenient  symbol 
for  an  assurance  much  wider  in  scope  and  controlling  the  formation 
of  the  national  faith  at  its  deepest  level,  without  which  Israel  would 
not  be  Israel”  (I,  p.  14).  By  way  of  decoding  the  covenant  symbol  he 
sees  it  as  expressing  “the  explicit  or  implicit  assumption  that  a  free 
act  of  God,  consummated  in  history,  has  raised  Israel  to  the  rank  of 
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the  People  of  God,  in  whom  the  nature  and  will  of  God  are  to  be 
revealed*’  (I,  p.  14).  That  identical  assurance  or  assumption  can 
as  well  be  described  by  the  notion  of  the  kingdom  of  God. 

It  appears  then  that  Eichrodt’s  critics  have  a  point.  He  could  have 
been  more  consistent  had  he  not  used  a  term  to  organize  the  first 
part  of  his  theology  which,  on  his  own  admission,  is  not  used  through¬ 
out  the  Old  Testament  and  is  only  one  limited  juridical  symbol  for  a 
much  wider  belief.  In  defense  of  Eichrodt,  however,  it  is  hard  to  see 
what  other  term  might  have  been  used  as  a  cipher  symbol  that 
would  have  been  sufficiently  brief  and  clear.  To  use  either  “kingdom” 
or  “communion”  (Vriezen’s  proposal)  would  have  required  con¬ 
siderable  clarification  to  avoid  certain  notions  which  Eichrodt  wants 
to  oppose:  firstly,  that  the  kingdom  of  God  can  be  equated  with 
empirical  Israel,  and  secondly,  that  the  relationship  between  God  and 
people  is  a  natural  connection.  Whether  those  dangers,  as  accented 
and  elaborated  by  Eichrodt,  are  properly  the  concern  of  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  theology  is  a  matter  of  dispute.  If  we  assume  that  they  are, 
however,  then  Eichrodt  has  probably  chosen  the  best  available  single 
cipher/symbol  for  his  cross  section. 

Perhaps  the  real  concern  of  critics  who  have  questioned  Eichrodt’s 
use  of  covenant  typology  is  the  issue  of  whether  the  religion  of  Israel 
can  be  regarded  as  a  unity  and  as  somehow  normative  for  contempo¬ 
rary  religion.  Wherein  does  its  unity  consist  and  how  are  we  the 
interpreters  to  regard  its  truth-value?  But  these  questions  would  per¬ 
sist  under  any  scheme  informed  by  Eichrodt’s  presuppositions,  and 
would  apply  equally  to  any  alternative  cipher/symbol  he  might  have 
chosen.  The  objections,  I  am  suggesting,  ought  more  clearly  to  have 
been  directed  against  his  presuppositions  about  the  unity  and  norma¬ 
tiveness  of  Israel’s  religion  rather  than  against  the  one  emotionally- 
charged  term.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  dispute  over  “covenant” 
has  often  masked  the  deeper  question  of  the  ground  on  which  the 
Old  Testament  theologian  stands  when  he  does  his  work.  To  that 
question  we  shall  return.  At  the  level  where  the  covenant  dispute  is 
usually  cast,  Eichrodt  comes  off  reasonably  well.  Although  he  may  be 
faulted  for  some  inconsistency,  it  is  doubtful  that  any  of  his  critics 
have  shown  a  more  suitable  substitute. 

Since  we  have  referred  to  the  broad  questions  of  unity  and  truth- 
value  in  Israel’s  religion,  it  is  pertinent  to  comment  on  the  relation 
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between  Eichrodt’s  method  and  wider  historical  and  sociological  in¬ 
quiry.  Eichrodt  struggles  with  the  baffling  question  of  how  the  dis¬ 
crete  and  ambiguous  data  of  history  are  to  be  brought  into  the  pur- 
view  of  orderly  interpretation.  Sociology  of  religion  reaches  for  the 
identification  of  constant  features  and  for  the  structural  arrangement 
of  these  features.  It  seeks  for  “laws.”  In  spite  of  Eichrodt’s  disclaim¬ 
ers  about  the  irrelevance  of  scientific  laws  as  “bloodless  abstractions,” 
there  is  no  doubt  that  his  structural  cross  section  is  an  effort  at 
scientific  description.  His  ‘^typical  description  of  a  living  process”  is 
broadly  within  the  orbit  of  Max  Weber’s  “ideal  type.”  In  his  Ancient 
Judaism,  Weber  the  unbeliever— like  Eichrodt  the  believer— tries  to 
cope  with  what  it  is  that  gives  unity  and  distinctness  to  the  multi¬ 
faceted  culture  of  ancient  Israel.  The  biggest  single  difference  be¬ 
tween  them  is  that  Weber  pierces  through  the  theological  super¬ 
structure  and  looks  for  the  socio-cultural  ground,  whereas  Eichrodt 
treats  the  theological  structure  as  a  meaningful  ground  in  itself. 
Nonetheless,  Eichrodt  uses  an  ideal  type  which  no  more  totally  ex¬ 
hausts  the  historical  data  than  does  Weber's. 

Eichrodt  has  formulated  a  type  something  like  this:  Israelite 
thought  is  dominated  by  the  conception  of  a  God  who  is  free,  trans¬ 
cendent,  ordering  will,  and  whose  explicit  aim  is  the  creation  of  a 
freely  responsive  and  ordered  community  of  men.  When  we  hold 
up  that  model  to  the  Old  Testament  materials  much  of  their  diversity 
and  opaqueness  is  illuminated.  That  model  may  indeed  account  for 
more  of  the  data  than  any  other.  By  accepting  his  model  we  can  ap¬ 
preciate  Eichrodt’s  inquiry  as  an  experiment  undertaken  by  a  vastly 
informed  and  well  organized  mind.  Naturally,  other  models  are  pos¬ 
sible  which  may  supplement  or  replace  Eichrodt’s.  However,  to  accept 
his  model  provisionally  as  one  way  of  approaching  the  materials  is  not 
m  itself  to  consider  the  purposes  for  which  such  a  model  can  be  used. 
Yet,  in  the  final  choice  of  ideal  types  we  are  inevitably  led  to  consider 
what  interests  of  ancient  Israel  and  what  needs  of  our  own  either  can 
or  cannot  be  met  by  the  optional  types  available  to  us. 

CONTENTS  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

We  have  already  noted  that  the  skeleton  of  Eichrodt’s  theology 
is  his  manner  of  articulating  the  ways  in  which  God  is  related  to 
man  in  ancient  Israelite  thought.  This  includes  both  the  persons  and 
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groups  with  whom  God  is  related  and  the  means  by  which  he  relates 
himself  to  them  and  they  in  turn  to  him.  “The  irruption  of  the  King- 
ship  of  God  into  this  world  and  its  establishment  here,"  the  leading 
theme  of  the  Old  Testament,  is  made  tangible  in  the  union  of  Yahweh 
and  the  Israelite  congregation,  conceived  as  an  organic  historical 
entity  but  not  simply  identical  with  the  social  and  political  forms  in 
which  the  congregation  appeared  from  time  to  time. 

^  By  far  the  longest  section  of  the  Theology  (511  pages  in  the 
English  translation)  delineates  the  relation  of  God  to  the  community 
of  Israel  conceived  as  a  people  who  experience  the  divine  revelation 
and  who  live  responsively  to  the  God  who  is  revealed.  Almost  the 
same  space  is  divided  between  describing  how  the  God  of  the  covenant 
is  related  to  nature  and  to  generic  humanity  (228  pages)  on  the  one 
hand,  and  to  individual  Israelites  (298  pages)  on  the  other  hand. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  fuller  treatment  of  Part  I  stems  from  the 
author’s  conviction  that  this  is  the  primary  category  of  Israelite  reli¬ 
gion,  whose  proper  understanding  is  the  precondition  for  under¬ 
standing  its  secondary  and  tertiary  features.  Some  of  the  dispropor¬ 
tion  is  explainable,  however,  by  the  fact  that  aspects  foundational  to 
all  three  sections,  or  aspects  recurrent  in  all  dimensions  of  the  di¬ 
vine-human  relationship,  are  developed  only  once  in  Part  I  and 
simply  referred  to  at  relevant  points  in  Parts  II  and  III.  Inevitably 
the  same  theme  is  sometimes  treated  two,  three,  or  more  times. 
Eichrodt  often  manages  to  impart  a  new  perspective  which  sets  the 
repeated  features  in  a  new  light,  creating  suggestive  interconnections 
and  reinforcing  reader  learning;  but  too  frequently  there  is  a  redun¬ 
dance  of  subject  matter  which  the  precioushess  of  style" only  exacer¬ 
bates. 

'  In  a  sense,  Eichrodt  keeps  a  firmer  hand  upon  the  details  of  his 
theology  than  does  von  Rad,  who  deliberately  chooses  to  let  the  liter¬ 
ary  traditions  stand  by  themselves  and  speak  in  their  singularity. 
Eichrodt’s  generalizing  and  summarizing  hand  dominates  the  whole, 
so  that,  in  spite  of  its  bulk,  the  work  reveals  a  main  line  of  argu¬ 
mentation  which  stands  out  with  general  clarity.  The  constant  refer¬ 
ence  back  and  forth  among  the  main  sections,  as  well  as  within  them, 
serves  to  focus  attention  on  Eichrodt’s  central  affirmation  that  Israel’s 
theology  is  unified  by  its  manner  of  conceiving  God’s  relation  to  his 
creation.  No  matter  how  complex  or  seemingly  tangential  the  matter 
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under  discussion  may  be,  Eichrodt  repeatedly  points  out  that  it  is  in 
some  way  finally  connected  with  a  God  who  is  seen  in  relation  to 
humanity,  to  nature,  and  to  individual  Israelites  almost  wholly 
through  the  Israelite  religious  community,  i.e.,  ancient  Israel  re¬ 
garded  as  a  covenanted  body. 

Let  us  note  now  the  more  detailed  articulation  of  the  subparts, 
tracing  the  main  line  of  Eichrodt’s  exposition  and  finally  assessing 
how  he  integrates  detail  into  his  intellectual  grasp  of  the  subject.  Part 
I,  God  and  the  People,  sets  forth  the  pivotal  model  of  the  sovereign 
suprahistorical  Yahweh  who  enters  into  communion  with  a  people,  a 
communion  which  both  manifests  God’s  nature  and  elicits  a  particular 
quality  of  life  and  thought  from  the  covenanted  people.  This  model 
is  contrasted  with  conceptions  of  God  which  are  intellectualistic 
or  pantheistic,  and  conceptions  of  the  people  of  God  which  are  na¬ 
tionalistic  or  naturalistic.  He  sees  the  history  of  Israel’s  religion  as 
the  history  of  a  people’s  struggle  to  maintain  and  to  develop  that  re¬ 
lationship  in  a  manner  faithful  to  the  revelation  and  in  a  manner  rele¬ 
vant  to  changing  historical  circumstances.  It  is  a  history  of  struggle 
and  challenge,  of  mutation  and  elaboration,  of  departure  from  Yah- 
weh’s  revelation  and  of  renewed  revelation  and  commitment.  To 
dramatize  the  historical  character  of  the  revelation  and  the  response, 
Eichrodt  offers  an  extended  account  of  “the  history  of  the  covenant 
concept”  in  which  he  shows  the  unity  of  belief  about  the  covenant 
running  through  Israelite  history  and  the  manifold  variations  and 
accents  of  view  which  followed  one  another  or  existed  concurrently. 
His  stress  is  upon  the  ultimate  unity  which  permeates  the  admit¬ 
tedly  rich,  complex,  and  often  contradictory  course  of  Israelite 
thought  about  Yahweh  and  his  people. 

Eichrodt  next  proceeds  to  fill  in  details  of  the  covenant  conception. 
He  opens  the  exposition  with  an  analysis  of  the  covenant  statutes, 
first  the  secular  laws  and  then  the  cultic  laws.  He  is  careful  to  stress' 
the  interconnection  of  “secular”  and  “cultic”  in  Israel’s  understand¬ 
ing.  Again,  he  incorporates  a  considerable  section  where  the  nuances 
in  attitudes  toward  law  peculiar  to  different  periods  and  layers  of 
traditions  are  underscored.  Cultic  law  is  shown  to  be  " the  medium 
by  which  divine  power  is  presented  to  men  for  their  participation” 
(I,  p.  99),  and  the  particular  ways  in  which  Israel  accommodated 
cult  to  her  covenantal  view  of  God  are  indicated  in  topical  sections 
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on  sacred  sites,  sacred  objects,  sacred  seasons,  and  sacred  actions 
(including  consecration  and  purity  rites,  sacrifices,  and  prayer).  This 
entails  a  survey  of  the  main  theories  about  the  meaning  of  sacrifice, 
in  all  of  which  he  finds  elements  of  truth.  He  concludes  that  the  sig¬ 
nificant  thing  in  Israel  is  that  sacrifice  became  a  bearer  of  historical 
religion,  was  challenged  for  its  abuses,  and  was  finally  rendered 
meaningless  by  trends  toward  eschatology,  mysticism,  and  Christian 
incarnational  theology.  He  stresses  that  the  pagan  aspects  of  the  cult 
were  held  in  check  by  Yahwism.  At  the  same  time  the  cult  served  to 
remind  Israel  of  its  concrete  ties  to  a  spiritual  and  personal  God.  In 
this  section  Eichrodt  combines  topical,  historical,  and  synthetic 
treatments  of  the  covenant  statutes.  This  approach  permits  him  to 
move  back  and  forth  from  fine  detail  to  comprehensive  summaries 
and  evaluations. 

The  angle  of  approach  next  shifts  from  requirements  laid  on  the 
community  to  the  God  who  reveals  the  requirements.  He  is  con¬ 
sidered  first  under  the  names  by  which  he  is  called  and  secondly  in 
terms  of  the  affirmations  Israel  makes  about  his  being  and  his  ac¬ 
tivity.  The  names  of  God  are  arranged  in  three  groups :  names  for 
God  which  Israel  shares  with  the  Semitic  world  (El,  either  alone  or 
in  its  various  compound  forms  or  in  the  plural) ,  names  of  God  pecu¬ 
liar  to  Israel  (Yahweh,  or  its  short  form  Yah,  or  the  compound  Yah- 
weh  Sebaoth),  and  epithets  of  God  which  never  became  proper 
names  (Melek,  Baal,  Adon[ai]).  This  section,  includes  much  tech¬ 
nical  information  on  etymologies  and  linguistic  constructions.  Eich¬ 
rodt  regards  “Yahweh”  as  a  probable  Mosaic  expansion  of  the  shorter 
“Yah,”  and  for  Moses  the  name  probably  meant  “He  is”  or  “He  is 
present.”  The  important  thing  for  Israel  is  that  the  name  expresses 
God’s  active  presence  and  his  “opposition  to  all  that  is  merely  nat¬ 
uralistic  and  part  of  the  phenomenal  world”  (I,  p.  191).  As  in  his 
treatment  of  cult,  Eichrodt  stresses  that  the  multiple  names  for  God 
were  different  ways  of  conceiving  the  same  divine  reality. 

In  moving  on  to  a  substantive  discussion  of  the  covenant  God, 
Eichrodt  distinguishes  between  affirmations  about  the  divine  being 
and  affirmations  about  the  divine  activity.  Since  the  author  fulminates 
against  the  view  that  speculative  theology  is  to  be  found  in  the  Old 
Testament,  this  distinction  is  surprising,  the  more  so  in  that  he  does 
not  try  to  justify  it.  Apparently,  Eichrodt  means  to  say  that  the  af- 
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firmations  about  the  divine  being  are  those  deep  underlying  assump¬ 
tions  about  God  which  suffuse  all  the  descriptions  of  his  deeds  and 
all  the  qualities  ascribed  to  him.  These  affirmations  are  that  God  is 
personal,  spiritual,  and  one.  The  active,  humanizing  way  in  which 
God  is  pictured  leads  Eichrodt  to  conclude  that  “it  is  not  the  spiritual 
nature  of  God  which  is  the  foundation  of  Old  Testament  faith.  It  is 
his  personhood — a  personhood  which  is  fully  alive,  and  a  life  which 
is  fully  personal”  (I,  p.  211).  The  spiritual  qualification  of  person¬ 
hood  arises  to  assert  that  the  divine  personality  is  not  limited  as  is 
the  human  personality.  The  two  interpenetrating  conceptions  “point 
unmistakably  to  a  superhuman  personality”  (I,  p.  213).  The  super¬ 
human  personality  of  Israel’s  God  is  also  One.  This  oneness  is 
rooted  in  the  Mosaic  conviction  that  Yahweh  rules  out  all  rival 
deities  for  Israel  and  that  his  reality  is  not  restricted  to  the  official 
cultus.  This  belief  maintained  itself  with  such  shattering  force 
throughout  Israelite  religious  history  that  an  effective  monotheism 
existed  long  before  God’s  oneness  was  formally  proclaimed.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  three  aspects  of  divine  being  are  intertwined  so  as  to 
demonstrate  that  ‘  the  essential  factor  in  the  emergence  of  a  vital 
and  moral  monotheism  was  not  philosophical  speculation,  but  the 
experience  of  God’s  close  and  living  reality”  (I,  p.  227).  The  Is¬ 
raelite  outlook  is  contrasted  with  nature  religions  and  also  with  other 
formal  monotheisms  or  monisms  such  as  the  Egyptian  belief  in  Aton 
and  the  Hindu  belief  in  Brahma. 

The  underlying  “being”  of  God  is  expressed  in  his  many  activities 
which  are  “couched  in  precise  and  concrete  terms,  adapted  to  express 
the  note  of  personal  decision  which  marks  the  Old  Testament  revela¬ 
tion  of  God  (I,  p.  228).  Activities  of  God  which  reflect  one  or  more 
of  the  attributes  of  power,  lovingkindness,  righteousness,  love,  wrath, 
and  holiness  are  shown  by  Eichrodt  to  be  varied  ways  of  indicating 
his  single  superhuman  personality.  In  his  fairly  extended  expositions 
of  the  affirmations,  Eichrodt  gives  attention  to  the  wide  range  of  at¬ 
titudes  and  emphases  in  Israel’s  picture  of  deity.  He  shows,  as  an  ex¬ 
ample,  that  in  Deuteronomy  divine  love  upholds  the  present  order  of 
the  world,  while  in  the  prophets  divine  love  presses  toward  a  wholly 
new  order.  He  also  engages  in  a  polemical  defense  of  the  attributes, 
as  for  instance,  when  he  insists  that  neither  wrath  nor  holiness  is 
conceived  in  the  impersonal  and  capricious  way  exhibited  in  other 
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religions.  He  goes  so  far  as  to  claim  that  the  wrath  of  God  is  not  a 
permanent  attribute  of  Yahweh  but  only  a  transient  expression  of 
his  displeasure  with  particular  human  abuses.  In  synthesis  he  sees 
the  many  strands  in  the  Old  Testament  picture  of  God  as  working 
toward  “increasing  logical  consistency”  along  the  lines  of  the  model 
of  a  being  without  limitation  who  chooses  self-limitation  in  covenant 
\s~\nth  Israel  and  who  operates  from  beyond  history  within  history  in 
'\!}y  orier  to  woflTTowhrd  historical  goals.  The  result  is  both  logical  in 
tlie^sense"that  it  reaches  out  to  incorporate  disparate  and  ever  larger 
tracts  of  experience  and  paradoxical  in  that  it  rests  upon  a  belief 
that  the  God  who  overarches  all  combines  apparently  opposing  fea¬ 
tures  and  is,  in  the  last  analysis,  inexplicable  by  human  standards. 
Once  more,  Eichrodt’s  skill  in  combining  topical,  historical,  and 
synthetic  approaches  to  Old  Testament  faith  yields  a  rich  and  appeal¬ 
ing  series  of  designs  within  designs  in  which  many  types  of  descrip¬ 
tion  and  assessment  operate  on  several  levels.  It  is  clear  that  any 
critique  of  his  work  has  to  take  these  many  levels  and  modes  of  argu¬ 
ment  into  account. 

Eichrodt  next  doubles  back  to  the  community  and  examines  its 
i  IeadersJunder  the  category  of  “instruments  of  the  covenant.”  The 
charismatic  leaders  are  Moses,  the  seers  '(Balaam,  Deborah,  Samuel), 
Nazirites,  judges,  early  prophets  (Ndbism  before  Amos),  and  class¬ 
ical  prophets.  The  official  leaders  are  priests  and  kings.  Moses  is 
seen  as  the  archetypal  mediator  from  whose  many  roles  the  special¬ 
ized  functions  of  later  leaders  developed.  Attention  is  given  in  each 
rasp  to  the  activities  of  the  office,  as  well  as  to  an  occasional  historical 
accr>iirit  of  the  origins  and  development  of  the  office  (e.g.,  he  offers 
his  view  of  the  much  debated  Levitical  office,  I,  pp.  392-402).  The 
overwhelming  weight  of  this  section  falls  on  theological  exposition, 
for  Eichrodt  tries  to  construct  the  outlook  on  God  and  man  re¬ 
flected  in  each  of  these  offices.  He  works  back  and  forth  between  the 
common  presuppositions  of  two  or  more  of  the  offices  and  the  dis¬ 
tinctive  features  and  outright  conflicts  which  separate  them. 

The  personal  and  historical  factors  in  Israel’s  religion  are  brought 
to  the  fore  as  Eichrodt  shows  the  particular  mixtures  of  affirmations 
about  God  and  assertions  of  his  claims  on  Israel  which  were  con¬ 
cretized  in  her  official  spokesmen.  The  section  on  classical  prophecy 
is  a  tour  de  force  defying  simple  summation.  Here  the  masterly  syn- 
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thesist  communicates  the  dynamic  sense  of  God  as  a  supportive  and 
menacing  presence  in  prophetic  consciousness,  an  accomplishment 
similar  to  von  Rad’s  in  its  passion,  incisiveness,  and  intellectual 
scope.4  There  is  a  brilliant  grasp  of  the  urgent  social  and  political 
crises  in  Israel  and  Judah  which  evoked  and  shaped  the  prophetic 
response.  That  Israelite  prophetic  thought  was  an  attempt  to  see 
communal  crises  in  terms  of  the  demand  for  a  totally  new  orientation 
toward  the  future  is  powerfully  expressed.  Eichrodt  synthesizes 
prophetic  thought  in  terms  such  as  these:  <(the  overall  spiritual  pat¬ 
tern  of  classical  prophecy  as  that  of  a  dynamic  power  released  by  a 
new  sense  of  the  reality  of  God”  which  “unleashes  a  forward  move¬ 
ment  which  can  no  longer  be  restrained”  (I,  p.  387).  Or  he  speaks 
of  the  absoluteness  of  a  sovereign  authority  embracing  the  whole 
world  (I,  p.  388),  one  which  “calls  for  steadfast  endurance  in  the 
fierce  tension  between  present  and  future  .  .  .  between  the  God  who 
has  come  and  the  God  who  is  yet  to  come”  (I,  pp.  389-390). 

The  final  two  sections  of  Part  I  deal  with  “Covenant-Breaking 
and  Judgment”  and  “Fulfilling  the  Covenant.”  They  posit  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  how  the  covenant  between  God  and  man  can  continue  when 
Israel  has  failed  repeatedly  to  live  in  consonance  with  the  revealed 
will  of  Yahweh.  The  problem  poses  itself  sharply  at  the  close  of  the 
monarchic  age  and  supremely  in  the  exile.  Then,  the  early  exuber¬ 
ance  and  naivete  had  faded  and  the  only  way  in  which  the  covenant 
could  be  seen  as  viable  would  be  if  God  initiated  it  anew  from  his 
side.  Thus,  the  key  notion  of  the  kingdom  of  God  intruding  itself  into 
history  is  reintroduced.  The  covenant  with  Israel  is  the  bridgehead  of 
the  divine  dominion  but  Israel’s  sedition  against  the  ultimate  king 
threatens  collapse  of  Yahweh’s  provisional  government.  Yet,  because 
Yahweh  is  ruler  of  the  world,  he  can  extend  the  salvation-hope  to 
Israel  on  the  basis  of  his  grace.  Eichrodt  shows  how  Old  Testament 
materials  divide  over  the  possibility  of  the  covenant’s  annulment  as 
they  also  divide  over  the  radicalness  of  the  measures  called  for 
to  assure  the  covenant’s  continuance.  On  the  whole,  however,  he  de¬ 
scribes  an  increasing  somberness  in  Israel’s  evaluation  of  her  plight 
before  Yahweh,  especially  as  a  result  of  the  prophetic  critique  of  the 
national  self-confidence. 

4  Gerhard  von  Rad,  Old  Testament  Theology,  vol.  II  (New  York:  Harper 
&  Row,  Publishers,  1965),  pp.  3-315. 
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As  an  integral  part  of  his  sketch,  Eichrodt  lays  out  the  principal 
forms  of  the  Old  Testament  hope  of  salvation  in  their  “bewildering 
diversity/*  whether  warlike  or  peaceful,  whether  cultically  or  ethically 
oriented,  whether  with  or  without  a  messianic  figure,  whether  for 
Israel  alone  or  for  all  nations,  whether  looking  more  to  the  past  or 
to  the  future.  He  sees  postexilic  Judaism  as  incorporating  elements 
of  the  popular  salvation-hope  and  of  the  prophetic  salvation-hope  in 
an  unstable  and  inconclusive  manner.  This  leads  Eichrodt  to  inquire 
into  the  origins  of  the  salvation-hope  which  he  locates  primarily  in 
the  broadly  messianic  impulses  of  Israel's  early  communal  experiences 
as  expressed  by  judges  and  seers,  thus  antedating  classical  prophecy. 
Myth  and  cult  helped  to  give  vesture  to  the  basically  communal  and 
historical  hope.  Eichrodt  distinguishes  between  national-political  hope 
and  communal-religious  hope.  The  two  kinds  of  hope  were  inter¬ 
mixed,  but  the  latter  was  somehow  normative  and  determinative  in 
Eichrodt’s  judgment.  The  basis  for  this  distinction  is  not  altogether 
clear,  but  it  seems  to  have  to  do  with  the  supposed  motives  of  the 
persons  who  entertained  this  or  that  salvation-hope.  Eichrodt  closes 
with  the  contention: 

It  was  not  because  men  wished  to  become  a  nation,  or  sought  with  sorrow  a 
national  status  that  had  departed,  that  they  ascribed  to  Yahweh  a  restoring 
action  in  the  future.  It  was  because  they  knew  God,  and  had  made  living 
trial  of  his  sovereign  power  and  his  claim  to  dominion,  that  in  times  of 
crisis  they  were  able  to  turn  their  eyes  toward  a  consummation  of  history 
that  would  take  the  form  of  the  setting  up  of  God's  kingdom.  It  is  the 
man  who  knows  God,  who  knows  God's  future  (I,  p.  501). 

This  moving  passage  is  nonetheless  obscurantist.  The  Old  Testament 
itself  does  not  discuss  the  origins  of  the  salvation-hope  with  any 
great  degree  of  self-consciousness.  Certainly  no  Yahwist,  however 
“nationalist”  his  hope,  would  have  conceded  that  his  hope  in  Yah¬ 
weh  was  a  form  of  psychological  wish-fulfillment.  Therefore,  to  say 
that  the  proper  salvation-hope  is  the  one  based  on  knowledge  of  God 
is  simply  not  to  treat  the  problem  of  the  source  of  that  hope.  This 
example  is  one  of  a  considerable  number  of  instances  where  Eichrodt 
has  mixed  the  operations  of  faith  and  history. 

P  The  mixing  of  genres  is  further  evidenced  by  Eichrodt's  explora¬ 
tion  of  the  relation  between  Old  Testament  “prediction”  and  New 
y Testament  “fulfillment”  at  the  close  of  Part  I.  He  rejects  the  old 
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traditionalist  view  and  instead  finds  similarities  in  the  texture  of 
Old  Testament  hope  and  New  Testament  salvation.  In  both  “re¬ 
demption  is  linked  to  time  and  history,  to  space  and  form”  and  has 
to  do  “with  a  once  for  all,  decisive  event”  (I,  p.  505).  Real  communion 
between  God  and  man  in  history,  the  kingdom  of  God  on  earth,  links 
Old  Testament  and  New  Testament.  Yet  the  inexplicability  of  the 
early  Christian  salvation-affirmation  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  earth 
is  not  yet  the  Lord’s.  Only  in  the  mystery  of  faith  can  it  be  asserted 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  culmination  of  Old  Testament  salvation- 
hope.  But  what  sort  of  logical  and  scientific  claims  can  be  based  on 
faith-knowledge  ? 

We  must  give  much  less  coverage  to  the  remainder  of  Eichrodt’s 
Theology ,  confining  ourselves  to  the  general  structure  and  to  those 
points  which  introduce  distinctively  new  elements. 

In  the  second  major  portion  of  his  Theology,  “God  and  the  World,” 
Eichrodt  examines  the  modes  of  God’s  communication  with  the 
world,  beginning  with  the  theophany,  both  in  its  most  physical  sense 
and  in  its  spiritualized  forms  of  the  mal'ak  (messenger)  of  Yahweh, 
the  kabod  (glory)  of  Yahweh,  the  pdnim  (face)  of  God,  and  the 
Name  of  Yahweh.  He  then  moves  on  to  the  cosmic  powers  of  God : 
his  Spirit,  his  Word,  and  his  Wisdom,  which  are  regarded  as  more 
complicated  and  sophisticated  ways  of  conceiving  the  divine  activity 
in  the  world.  He  tries  to  mark  off  the  scope  and  peculiar  flavor  of 
each  way  of  conceiving  God’s  connections  with  the  world.  Spirit, 
for  example,  is  examined  in  its  cosmological,  soteriological,  eschato¬ 
logical,  and  ecclesiological  usages.  The  differing  but  related  psycho- 
conceptual  functions  of  spirit  and  word  are  described  respectively  as 
“animating  power”  and  “expressed  thought  and  will.” 

Eichrodt  next  turns  to  cosmology  and  creation,  which  brings  him 
back  to  the  central  Israelite  model  of  God  as  a  free  spiritual  and 
personal  being  who  posits  a  world  over  against  himself  but  main¬ 
tains  close  communion  with  it.  He  stresses  here  that  “creation”  is 
simply  a  more  general  way  of  regarding  the  activity  of  the  God  of 
Israel ;  the  creation  concept  is  not  an  alternative  to  the  covenant  con¬ 
cept  since  it  overlaps,  elaborates,  and  supports  the  covenantal  view  of 
God.  He  shows  formal  and  even  substantive  similarities  between 
Israelite  and  Babylo-Canaanite  cosmologies  but  stresses  in  the  end 
the  radical  independence  of  the  creation  gestalt  in  Israel.  His  theo- 
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logical  temper  shows  in  the  argument  that  the  later  theologoumenon 
of  creatio  ex  nihilo  grew  logically  out  of  Israel’s  view  of  the  creator’s 
sovereignty,  while  his  historical  sense  concedes  that  the  precise 
doctrine  is  not  present  in  the  Old  Testament,  nor  could  it  have  been 
in  the  absence  of  metaphysical  ways  of  putting  and  answering  ulti- 
ymate  questions.  His  section  entitled  “The  Place  of  Man  in  the  Crea- 
j  tion”  leads  to  an  analysis  of  the  components  of  human  nature  which 
1  are  shown  to  be  varying  ways  of  describing  the  one  psycho-physical 
.{  totality  (ruahy  nepes,  etc.).  He  leans  sharply  away  from  H.  W.  Rob¬ 
inson’s  view  of  diffused  consciousness  toward  A.  Johnson’s  analysis 
of  a  human  totality  focused  now  in  this  and  now  in  that  particular 
bodily  member.  So-called  “providence”  in  maintenance  of  the  world 
is  shown  to  be  simply  an  aspect  of  the  continuing  creative  activity 
of  God.  “Natural  law”  is  the  dependability  of  God’s  activity.  “Mir¬ 
acle”  is  GoB’s  freedom  to  do  amazing  things  and,  more  often  than  not, 
refers  to  common  events  which  signifiy  God’s  presence  to  the  faithful. 
ATTreataent  of  the  celestial  world  (Yahweh’s  heavenly  home,  angels, 
cherubim  and  seraphim,  satan)  and  the  underworld  (Sheol,  the 
grave,  demons)  rounds  out  the  section.  These  somewhat  loosely 
articulated  sections  allow  Eichrodt  to  explore  several  atypical  or 
arcane  aspects  of  Israel’s  religion,  such  as  the  role  of  satan  and  the 
problem  of  ancestor  worship.  He  sees  these  realms  with  their  strong 
mythological  rootage  in  the  ancient  world  as  sharply  restricted  in 
Israel  by  stress  on  the  single  sovereign  will  of  Yahweh. 

The  final  division  opens  with  a  complexly  nuanced  analysis  of  “The 
Individual  and  the  Community  in  the  Old  Testament  God-Man  Rela¬ 
tionship”  in  which  Eichrodt  sets  forth  a  cross  section  of  the  relation 
of  individual  and  community  in  the  various  historical  periods  from 
Moses  to  the  post-exilic  age.  He  argues  that  while  individualism  in 
the  sense  of  personal  responsibility  was  never  lacking  in  Israel’s 
historical  religion,  it  was  brought  to  the  fore  by  the  breakdown  of 
monarchy  and  the  reconstituted  community  both  in  its  exilic  and  its 
restored  Palestinian  forms.  His  view  of  the  relation  of  Old  Testament 
collective  piety  to  individualism  is  well  summed  up  as  follows : 


The  religious  faith  of  the  Old  Testament  helped  religious  individuality  to 
come  to  life  in  a  context  of  strong  collective  ties,  because  it  understood 
God's  demands  to  the  nation  as  at  the  same  time  a  call  to  the  individual, 
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imposing  upon  him  an  obligation  of  unconditional  loyalty  even  when  the 
call  ran  counter  to  the  natural  bonds  of  community  (II,  p.  265). 

This  section  contains  cogent  summations  of  the  collective-individual 
dialectic  in  the  Old  Testament,  but  parts  of  the  discussion  are  blurred 
by  an  overly-rhetorical  style,  e.g.,  “the  community  called  to  such  a 
task  [eschatological  fulfillment]  is  from  the  outset  intolerant  of  any 
arbitrary  restoration  of  the  nation-state  by  taking  advantage  of  a 
favourable  whim  of  destiny”  (II,  p.  255)  ;  and  also  by  an  annoying 
tendency  to  rebut  movements  of  thought  and  practice  in  the  com¬ 
munity  by  appealing  to  the  pure  will  of  God,  e.g. : 

Except  where  men  [late  Jewish  sectarians],  with  the  help  of  alien  forces, 
were  moving  toward  a  deliberate  breakaway  from  this  basis  [fundamental 
principles  of  the  community],  the  wave  of  individualism  broke  against  the 
rock  of  the  strict  demand  that  the  whole  of  life  be  related  to  the  will  of  the 
divine  Lord  of  the  covenant,  whose  declaration  in  the  Law  dethroned  all 
human  autonomy,  and  compelled  the  individual  striving  after  his  own  per¬ 
fection  to  bow  to  the  sovereign  authority  of  a  heavenly  king  who  had  no 
need  of  any  human  arguments  designed  to  prove  or  to  justify  him  (II,  pp. 
263-264). 

Such  a  judgment  is  wholly  beside  the  point  of  the  sectarian  prolifera¬ 
tions  ;  the  sects  arose  precisely  because  it  was  not  clear  to  men  what 
God  revealed  and  they  differed  sharply  in  their  readings  of  his  will. 

Eichrodt  then  turns  to  some  of  the  main  Old  Testament  forms  for 
describing  man's  personal  relationship  with  God :  fear  of  God,  faith 
in  God,  and  love  for  God.  As  in  his  accounts  of  the  attributes  of  God, 
the  modes  of  his  relationship  to  the  world,  and  the  dimensions  of 
man's  nature,  so  here  the  types  of  piety  are  seen  as  aspects  of  a 
larger  whole,  shading  off  into  one  another  and  capable  of  reinforcing 
one  another,  although  in  the  form  of  their  combination  in  late  post- 
exilic  Judaism  they  tend  toward  casuistry  and  “the  lack  of  a  unified 
religious  attitude." 

The  section  on  Old  Testament  morality  is  articulated  by  cate¬ 
gories  drawn  from  ethics.  Apparently  Eichrodt  saw  this  as  the  only 
feasible  way  to  introduce  a  cross  section  into  the  welter  of  Old 
Testament  moral  judgments  and  admonitions.  So  he  considers  “the 
norms  of  moral  conduct,"  “the  goods  of  moral  conduct,"  and  “the 
motives  of  moral  conduct."  The  basis  of  this  division  is  not  openly 
stated  and  the  three  subsections  are  among  the  most  formless  and  rep¬ 
etitious  in  the  book.  The  main  note  struck  throughout  is  that  Israel's 
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notion  of  moral  conduct  derives  from  a  constant  pressure  of  the 
covenant  faith  upon  notions  of  the  good  of  which  Israel  was  fully 
aware  as  part  of  mankind  and  members  of  the  Semitic  ethnic  group 
in  particular.  Under  “norms”  he  talks  about  those  relatively  inde¬ 
pendent  imperatives  which  formed  a  part  of  popular  morality  and 
were  raised  to  a  new  level  by  Yahwism  and  especially  deepened  and 
broadened  by  prophetism.  Under  “goods”  he  speaks  of  the  tension 
between  the  natural  goods  of  life  which  Yahwism  accepted  and  the 
religious  goods  which  it  introduced.  The  interrelationship  between 
the  two — especially  in  times  of  natural  and  historical  disturbances — 
was  never  satisfactorily  worked  out,  so  that  “no  proper  comprehen¬ 
sion  of  the  dominant  goal  of  all  ethical  action  was  ever  attained” 
(II,  p.  365).  The  “motives”  recapitulate  the  way  in  which  all  the 
“oughts”  known  to  Israel  derived  from  “that  absolute  Ought  which, 
as  the  will  of  the  God  of  election,  laid  claim  to  regulate  the  whole  of 
life”  (II,  p.  367).  The  prophets  and  D  and  P  reestablished  theonomy 
so  that  morality  and  piety  were  linked  and  motivated  by  the  uncondi¬ 
tional  sovereign  ought,  but  this  unity  was  jeopardized  by  the  later 
emphasis  upon  law-obedience  as  the  prime  or  sole  motive  to  moral 
conduct. 

(jSin  lis  explicated  under  the  headings  of  its  nature,  universality, 
orighl;  and  consequences,  as  well  as  its  removal  through  forgiveness. 
This  section  is  highly  reminiscent  of  the  corresponding  part  of  Otto 
Procksch’s  Old  Testament  theology.6  Procksch  was  Eichrodt’s  teach¬ 
er  to  whom  the  latter  gives  credit  for  providing  him  with  the  clue 
to  a  tripartite  development  of  Old  Testament  theology.  Eichrodt’s 
treatment  here  is  concerned  with  the  relation  between  later  more  de¬ 
veloped  Jewish  and  Christian  notions  of  sin  and  their  roots  in  the 
Old  Testament.  As  expected,  he  shows  continuities  while  also  ex¬ 
cluding  the  presence  in  the  Old  Testament  of  dogmatic  formulations 
such  as  the  later  doctrine  of  inherited  original  sin. 

To  his  final  chapter  on  immortality,  Eichrodt  gives  the  title,  “The 
Indestructability  of  the  Individual’s  Relationship  with  God.”  He  sets 
the  resurrection  belief  in  its  context  both  with  respect  to  its  religious 
motivation  and  its  late  eschatological  form.  Alljthought  about  life 

“Otto  Procksch,  Theologie  des  Alten  Testaments  (Giitersloh:  1949),  pp. 
632-642. 


Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  •  43 


beyond  death  in  Israel  is  permeated  by  a  common  factor  in  that  the 
conquest  of  death  in  the  life  of  the  individual  “is  built  on  the  gift  of 
fellowship  with  God  here  and  noixf’  (II,  p.  525).  Characteristically  the  j 
New  Testament  proclamation  of  life  in  Christ  is  seen  as  the  epitome 
and  culmination  of  the  varied  strands  of  Old  Testament  hope. 

A  few  comments  about  the  structure  of  the  theology  are  in  order. 
It  is  advisable  beforehand  to  get  as  clear  a  conception  as  possible  of 
the  kinds  of  criticism  of  Eichrodt's  theology  which  are  both  possible 
and  necessary.  As  I  see  it,  there  are  three  kinds  of  issues  with  which 
Eichrodt  is  dealing,  and  his  accomplishment  must  be  judged  sepa¬ 
rately  in  the  three  cases.  (Rrst)  there  is  the  question  of  the  relation 
between  the  particular  beliefs  and  practices  of  ancient  Israel  andthe 
overall  tendency  or  fundamental  form  of  Israelite  belief.  ^Sgcondl^) 
there  is  the  question  of  how  the  various  beliefs  and  practices  seen  in 
synopsis  are  to  be  set  forth,  i.e.,  in  what  order  will  ideas  be  taken  up 
ajid_j^hich  of  their  interconnections  will  be  accented  and  developed? 
(Thirdly)  there  is  the  question  of  the  relation  between  our  describing 
lsraefs  ancient  faith  and  our  believing  in  it  ourselves.  The  third 
order  of  question  will  be  examined  in  the  next  two  sections.  The 
first  two  will  be  considered  here. 

What  is  the  unity  of  conception  and  sentiment  which  unites  the 
chaos  of  Israelite  belief  and  practice  over  its  many  centuries  of  devel¬ 
opment?  We  have  already  seen  Eichrodt's  main  answer  to  this  ques¬ 
tion.  It  is  a  clear  and  forcibly  stated  answer:  A  free  transcendent 
spiritual  personal  Being  has  created  the  world  and  entered  into 
spiritual  and  moral  communion  with  Israel  with  the  aim  of  asserting 
his  will  over  all  aspects  of  Israel's  life  and  eventually  over  all  aspects 
of  the  world's  life.  Adjectively,  Israel's  faith  is  monotheistic,  spir¬ 
itual,  personal,  communal,  historical,  and  eschatological.  If  one  term 
is  to  be  used  as  shorthand  for  the  rest,  covenantal  most  adequately 
epitomizes  the  distinctive  complex  of  Israel's  faith. 


Eichrodt  never  tires  of  stating  and  demonstrating  the  deep  under¬ 
lying  unityHamid  all  the  details  he  ransacks  and  marshalls.  The  fact 
tEaTKr^n^ddrsVon  page  after  page,  drawing  upon  diverse  religious 
phenomena  from  all  the  centuries  of  Israel’s  existence,  is  indication 
enough  that  he  has  developed  a  very  convincing  ideal  type  of  the 
general  contours  and  inner  dynamic  of  Yahwism.  He  does  so  chiefly 
in  two  ways.  One  method  is  to  show  the  persistence  of  themes  over 
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long  periods  of  time  in  which,  despite  important  changes  in  circum¬ 
stance  and"fonnuIation  of  issues,  the  continuing  concerns  have  to  do 
with  the  way  in  which  Yahweh  is  related  to  his  people,  what  he  ex¬ 
pects  of  them,  what  he  does  for  them,  what  they  have  or  have  not 
done  in  return,  and  what  they  must  do  if  they  are  to  respond  to  the 
present  form  of  his  demand.  This  approach  is  well  illustrated  in  his 
cross  sections  based  on  historical  panoramas  of  the  covenant  concept, 
of  the  law  collections,  of  the  course  of  prophetism,  and  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  community  and  individual. 

r  The  second  j&gtbod  for  showing  the  theological  unity  in  the  reli- 
/  gious  detail  is  to  delineate  a  complex  of  concepts  or  practices  and  to 
/  show — in  spite  of  significant  differences  in  origin  and  in  the  aspects 
/  of  religion  referred  to — that  the  totality  of  the  concepts  or  practices 
|  is  such  as  to  point  toward  the  one  Yahweh  and  his  one  enduring  will 
t_for  his  people.  This  approach  emerges  in  Eichrodt's  topical  analysis 
of  attributes  of  God,  types  of  leaders,  forms  of  God's  relationship  to 
his  world,  aspects  of  human  nature,  types  of  piety,  and  views  of  sin 
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and  forgiveness.  We  characterize  these  two  methods  as  historical 
cross  section  and  topical  cross  section. 

There  are  of  course  many  demurrers  that  can  be  entered  as  to  the 
adequacy  of  the  model.  We  may  ask  if  such  a  model  was  present  to 
the  consciousness  of  most  Israelite  believers  or  was  rather  restricted 
to  certain  leaders  and  writers  of  Old  Testament  books.  We  need 
only  look  at  the  difficulty  Eichrodt  has  in  incorporating  the  wisdom 
movement  into  his  structure  to  realize  that  the  model  lies  rather 
loosely  upon  considerable  portions  of  the  Old  Testament.  We  may 
wonder  whether  the  model  has  not  become  so  dominating  an  ideal 
type  that  by  its  iteration  Eichrodt  tends  to  overlook  the  fact  that  it 
is  only  an  approximation  to  reality,  a  construct  which  in  its  actual 
embodiments  showed  marked  deviations  in  many  directions  from 
the  theoretical  form  in  which  Eichrodt  puts  it.  Of  the  model  itself 
we  may  wonder  how  largely  it  partakes  of  the  particular  stance  of 
Eichrodt  in  the  Christian  neoorthodox  tradition  against  the  back¬ 
ground  of  western  philosophical  thought.  Even  with  these  provisos 
we  may  agree,  nonetheless,  that  Eichrodt’s  model  is  an  entirely 
feasible  one  and  that  he  applies  it  with  considerable  flexibility  and 
deftness  and  cites  a  very  large  body  of  historical  evidence  to  sup¬ 
port  it.  If  his  ideal  type  is  abstract  and  all-encompassing,  it  at  any 
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rate  has  many  connections  with  the  history  of  Israel’s  religion  and  cer¬ 
tainly  more  convincing  connections  than  the  previously  regnant  ideal 
types  of  religious  dogmatism  or  of  philosophical  rationalism  or  ideal¬ 
ism. 

But  now  to  the  second  order  of  critique.  How  has  Eichrodt  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  explicating  his  view  oFTsF&elfte*  faith  ?  Does  his  arrange¬ 
ment  of  the  materials  reflect  his  view  of  the  ideal  type  as  a  historical 
cross  section?  The  results  here  are  uneven  and  markedly  arbitrary. 
In  facing  the  procedural  questions  which  have  always  harassed 
biblicartEebTogians,  Eichrodt  takes  an  eclectic  stance.  Sometimes  he 
surveys the material  in  historical  sequence  (the  historical  cross  sec¬ 
tion).  Sometimes  he  groups  the  material  into  topical  units  (the  top¬ 
ical  cross  section).  In  both  cases  he  sometimes  merely  lays  out  the 
data  serially  and  at  other  times  summarizes  or  synthesizes.  Dissatis¬ 
faction  with  any  single  way  of  grouping  the  materials  seems  to  have 
impelled  him  to  shift  about  among  several  possible  ways  of  arranging 
it.  But  the  line  from  his  conception  of  the  religion  to  his  particular 
arrangement  is  not  always  well-sustained  and  it  is  not  difficult  to  see 
other  ways  of  arranging  the  material  which  might  have  brought  out 
his  views  of  the  whole  even  more  strikingly  and  aptly.  His  choice 
of  the  eclectic  approach  has  resulted  in  frequent  surrender  to  ver¬ 
bosity,  redundance,  and  tendentious  argument.  I Jhinkjtjaq^ exag¬ 
geration  to  say  that  Eichrodt’s  work  might  be  condensed  by  as  much 
as  one-third  and  not  lose  anything  essential. 

Let  us  be  specific.  Eichrodt  begins  commandingly  with  his  leitmotif 
of  the  covenant,  but  what  is  there  in  his  ideal  type  which  requires  that 
law  should  be  the  first  subject  he  takes  up?  On  the  contrary,  his  be¬ 
lief  that  law  is  only  one  expression  of  the  divine  sovereignty  sug¬ 
gests  that  he  might  more  properly  have  moved  directly  into  his 
treatment  of  the  covenant  God.  If  his  model  required  the  distinction 
between  affirmations  about  the  being  of  God  and  affirmations  about 
the  activity  of  God,  should  he  not  have  defended  the  distinction  with 
some  admission  of  the  implicit  metaphysics  by  which  he  makes  such 
a  distinction,  all  the  more  so  since  he  denies  metaphysics  to  the  Old 
Testament?  At  the  same  time  there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  not 
have  transferred  the  majority  of  Part  II  on  forms  of  God’s  self-mani¬ 
festation,  his  cosmic  powers,  creation,  and  providence  to  the  similar 
section  on  the  nature  of  Yahweh  in  Part  I.  Much  of  Part  II  has  to 
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do  with  God's  specific  relation  to  Israel,  and  the  enlargement  of  view 
he  there  describes  is  an  extension  of  the  powers  of  Israel's  God.  The 
expanded  section  on  the  covenant  God  might  then  have  been  followed 
by  treatment  of  the  covenant  community,  including  its  leaders  and 
statutes,  and  a  consideration  of  the  relationship  of  the  individual  and 
the  community,  together  with  consolidated  sections  from  Parts  II  and 
III  on  the  nature  of  man  and  on  the  forms  of  human  piety  and  moral¬ 
ity.  The  problematic  in  the  continuation  of  the  covenant  could  have 
been  treated  by  combining  the  individualistic  coverage  of  sin  and  for¬ 
giveness  and  immortality  from  Part  III  with  the  covenant-breaking 
and  judgment  and  the  consummation  of  the  covenant  sections  of 
Part  I.  This  arrangement  would  better  have  highlighted  Eichrodt’s 
insistence  that  the  individual  in  ancient  Israel  always  remains  a  part 
of  the  historical  covenant.  In  my  opinion  such  an  incorporation  of 
Parts  II  and  III  into  the  revised  structure  of  Part  I  would  have  al¬ 
lowed  much  more  logical  development  of  the  generic  and  individual 
facets  of  the  basic  communal  faith  at  those  points  where  they  were 
immediately  relevant.  It  would  have  removed  much  repetition  and 
thereby  have  reduced  the  schizophrenic  demands  on  the  reader  con¬ 
stantly  to  refer  to  what  was  said  hundreds  of  pages  earlier  in  order 
to  locate  the  argument  to  which  Parts  II  and  III  are  frequently 
merely  appendages  or  elaborations. 

Of  course  it  would  be  gratuitous  to  believe  that  such  a  rearrange¬ 
ment  and  condensation  would  meet  all  objections  and  produce  an  un¬ 
questioned  unity.  In  fact,  the  procedure  I  propose  might  well  awaken 
Eichrodt's  objection  that  it  is  a  relapse  to  the  rubrics  of  earlier  dog¬ 
matic  biblical  theologies  since  it  yields  something  like  the  suspect 
sequence:  God,  man,  sin,  salvation,  eschatology.  The  reply  to  such 
an  objection  is  that  surely  such  a  traditional  topical  sequence  is  in 
itself  no  more  mistaken  than  the  topical  sequence  Eichrodt  employs 
in  dealing  with  God  and  people,  God  and  world,  God  and  man.  The 
critical  point  is  not  the  specific  order  in  which  articles  of  theology 
are  taken  up  but  the  sense  of  the  dynamic  interrelation  of  the  parts 
and  their  rootage  in  history  (or  the  lack  of  such  sense)  displayed  in 
the  specific  articulation  in  question,  whether  it  appears  highly  tra¬ 
ditional  or  daringly  novel. 

In  any  event,  since  the  Old  Testament  does  not  contain  a  system¬ 
atic  theology,  some  nonbiblical  sequence  is  necessary.  I  do  not  believe 
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that  Eichrodt’s  is  the  best  possible  one  to  explicate  the  model  he  pro¬ 
poses,  although  it  is  undoubtedly  better  for  that  purpose  than  any 
proposed  before  his  time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  possible  to  im¬ 
agine  Eichrodt’s  cross-section  method  employed  in  an  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  manner:  for  example,  as  the  synoptic-synthetic  conclusion  to  a 
detailed  history  of  Israel’s  religion,  either  in  a  second  half  or  at  points 
in  the  history;  or  in  some  combination,  such  as  synopses  of  periods 
(premonarchic,  monarchic,  exilic,  etc.),  and  culminating  in  a  syn¬ 
thesis  of  the  whole.  There  are  gains  and  losses  in  any  method  em¬ 
ployed.  It  is  my  contention  that  Eichrodt’s  is  not  a  consistently 
thought-through  arrangement  and  certainly  not  one  absolutely  re¬ 
quired  by  his  model.  It  no  more  than  explores  some  possibilities  in 
a  tentative  and  suggestive  manner. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

Given  Eichrodt’s  conception  of  Old  Testament  theology  as  a  flow¬ 
ering  of  historical  study,  it  is  to  be  expected  that  the  consequences  of 
modern  critical  inquiry  into  the  literature,  history,  and  religion  of 
ancient  Israel  should  play  a  large  part  in  his  theology.  The  general 
stance  of  Eichrodt  on  historical  reconstruction  is  moderately  critical, 
not  of  course  in  the  sense  that  he  is  only  halfway  critical,  but  in  the 
sense  that  he  sees  the  Old  Testament  materials  as  possessing  a  large 
measure  of  historical  value  for  the  task  of  reconstructing  the  life  of; 
ancient  Israel.  This  is  evident,  for  example,  in  the  mediating  position 
he  occupies  between  those  who  begin  the  history  of  Israel’s  religion 
with  the  patriarchs  and  those  who  begin  it  with  the  occupation  of 
Canaan.  Eichrodt  assumes  that  behind  the  quasi-historical  traditiojrjsJi 
of  the  Pentateuch  an  actual  historical  figure  can  be  discerned  in  the 
person  of  Moses  as  the  founder  of  Yahwism.  This  judgment  sharply 
separates  him  from  von  Rad  who,  in  concert  with  Alt  and  Noth, 
regards  it  as  impossible  to  treat  Moses  as  anything  more  than  a 
legendary  construct. 

On  other  matters,  Eichrodt  accepts  the  view  that  not  all  the  Israel¬ 
ite  tribes  lived  through  the  exodus  and  law-giving  but  that,  through 
a  process  of  tradition-extension,  they  all  eventually  came  to  adopt 
the  traditions  of  Mosaic  Yahwism  as  decisively  their  own.  He,  accepts 
the  thesis  that  there  was  an  intense  centuries-long  struggle  between 
Mosaic  Yahwism  and  Canaanite  naturalism.  This  battle  was  success- 
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fully  won  by  Yahwism  only  with  the  help  of  the  prophets  and  by  the 
radical  turn  of  events  in  the  Babylonian  exile  which  necessitated  a 
total  reconstruction  of  Israelite  religion  on  a  renewed  Mosaic  founda¬ 
tion.  Eichrodt  admits  that  Canaanite  and  other  forms  of  ancient  Near 
Eastern  religion  had  some  effect  on  Israel  in  the  details  of  the  cult  and 
in  mythological  materials.  But  this  effect  is  discounted;  for  the  most 
part,  he  sees  the  influence  chiefly  as  a  challenge  which  forced  Yah¬ 
wism  continually  to  define  and  consolidate  itself  over  against  foreign 
religions. 

Postexilic  Judaism  is  seen  as  a  formal  triumph  for  the  religion  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  but  at  the  cost  of  a  narrowing  legalism 
which  markedly  shifted  the  center  of  gravity  in  the  religion  from 
gospellike  freedom  to  lawlike  bondage.  Eichrodt’s  assessment  of  the 
spirit  and  shape  of  postexilic  Judaism  brings  out  sharply  the  dis¬ 
junction  between  historical  judgments  based  on  sources  and  evaluative 
judgments  based  on  other  criteria  imported  by  the  interpreter.  The 
texture  of  his  historical  evidence  is  more  solidly  woven  for  the 
monarchic  period  than  for  any  other, era.  This  is  to  be  expected, 
since  there  are  more  extensive  sources  for  that  period  than  for  any 
V  other.  But  in  the  earlier  and  later  periods  Eichrodt  does  not  hesitate 
to  draw  very  large  generalizations  on  fairly  meager  data.  These  gen- 
;  eralizations  lead  him  to  lavish  praise  for  the  early  premonarchic  faith 
of  Israel  and,  in  a  fairly  high-handed  manner,  to  devaluate  the  post¬ 
exilic  faith.  This  tendency  should  at  once  be  a  signal  for  the  reader 
to  question  how  securely  the  historical  data  and  Eichrodt’s  theological 
^evaluations  are  in  harmony. 

Eichrodt’s  historical  reconstruction  is  a  fairly  typical  one  in  its 
broad  features,  reflecting  something  like  a  mid-twentieth  century  con¬ 
sensus  of  moderate  critics.  He  has  confidence  that  the  Old  Testament 
materials,  although  often  fragmentary  and  largely  shaped  by  inter¬ 
ests  not  specifically  historical  as  we  understand  the  term,  do  offer 
the  basis  for  reasonably  probable  historical  judgments.  Seldom  is  the 
actual  sifting  of  the  evidence  carried  on  in  the  textual  discussions. 
We  are  more  likely  to  encounter  summarizing  sentences  in  which 
a  whole  history  of  discussion  on  debated  points  is  condensed  and  a 
particular  conclusion  espoused.  For  example,  a  crucial  judgment 
about  the  convenantal  ground  of  Moses’  religion  is  rested  on  two 
sentences : 
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It  can  be  demonstrated  that  the  covenant-union  between  Yahweh  and  Israel 
is  an  original  element  in  all  sources,  despite  their  being  in  part  in  very 
fragmentary  form.  Indeed  this  is  still  true  even  of  those  passages  where 
the  word  berit  has  disappeared  altogether  (I,  p.  36). 

A  footnote  refers  to  Exodus  24:9-11  (J)  ;  24:3-8  (E)  ;  34:10,  27 
(J2),  and  to  Gressmann's  analysis  of  the  J1  passage.  This  again  re¬ 
flects  the  ambiguity  in  Eichrodt’s  use  of  "covenant,”  for  he  invokes 
the  wider  concept  when  the  narrower  one  is  not  at  hand.  The  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  term  berith  was  originally  in  pentateuchal  contexts 
from  which  it  has  "disappeared  altogether”  is,  to  say  the  least,  a 
gratuitous  one.  This  extremely  terse  handling  of  the  historical  rootage 
of  covenant  in  Moses  is  all  the  more  surprising  in  the  light  of  the 
large  conclusions  he  draws  about  Moses’  views  on  the  subject  (I,  pp. 
37-45),  and  the  extended  treatment  of  the  "re-fashioning  of  the  cove¬ 
nant  concept”  in  which  he  traces  the  development  of  the  notion 
through  the  JE  narratives  of  Genesis,  the  eighth  century  prophets, 
D,  P,  the  seventh  and  sixth  century  prophets,  and  postexilic  psalms 
and  Chronicler  (I,  pp.  49-69).  In  a  later  discussion  of  Moses  as 
founder-mediator,  he  develops  conclusions  about  the  role  of  Moses 
in  the  covenant-making  process  which  offer  no  more  by  way  of  his¬ 
torical  support  than  to  refer  back  to  the  sketchy  judgments  we  have 
just  cited  (I,  pp.  289-296). 

If  it  was  Eichrodt’s  intention  to  have  the  historical  principle  op-f 
erating  consistently  within  the  theological,  we  should  have  to  say\ 
that  he  has  only  partially  succeeded  in  bringing  them  together.  By  \ 
his  impulse  to  strike  the  cross  section,  to  say  what  can  be  said  of  a 
summarizing  nature  about  any  period  or  concept,  he  tends  to  break 
short  the  historical  analysis  by  passing  quickly  over  it,  and  to  assign 
important  steps  in  the  argument  to  terse  or  cryptic  footnotes  or  to 
involuted  dialectic-ridden  sentences.  By  not  feeling  obliged  to  employ 
the  historical  principle  in  any  great  depth,  except  as  he  chooses, 
Eichrodt  moves  the  reader  along  on  the  crest  of  his  brilliantly  modu¬ 
lated  typological  sketches.  Only  very  specific  and  pointed  questions 
about  his  historical  base  will  uncover  the  fact  that  it  is  often  skimpy 
and  open  to  serious  challenge.  Because  this  work  shows  immense  ergtJ 
dition  and  involved  style,  because  the  author  obviously  is  well-ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  historical  literature  and  cites  it  so  copiously  in  foot¬ 
notes,  the  reader  is  tempted  to  overlook  the  skeletal  historical  structure 
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r^which,  in  a  less  ample  and  more  simply  written  book,  would  have  been 
I  far  more  apparent.  By  comparison  with  many  other  Old  Testament 
j  theologies,  the  historical  considerations  are  relatively  rich,  but  judged 
j  by  Eichrodt’s  own  intention  to  presenl~bld  Testament  theology)  as 
1  the  culmination  of  history  of  religion,  the  accomplishment  is  neither 
I  consistent  nor  adequate.  To  put  it  another  way,  historical  data  are  not 
always  marshaled  and  interpreted  in  such  a  manner  that  the  religion 
being  elucidated  in  the  cross  section  is  clear  to  the  reader.  In  part,  this 
weakness  might  have  been  corrected  by  better  organization  and 
ampler  historical  coverage.  But  the  central  factor  in  the  inadequacy 
seems  to  be  the  way  in  which  history  and  faith  are  related  in  Eich- 
rodt's  approach,  and  to  that  issue  we  need  to  devote  particular  atten¬ 
tion. 

In  the  excursus  to  the  English  translation  of  Volume  I,  entitled 
“The  Problem  of  Old  Testament  Theology,”  the  author  discusses 
the  relation  between  the  history  of  Israel  as  critically  reconstructed 
and  “the  theological  expressions  of  Israel's  historical  tradition.”  The 
*  discussion  is  cast  in  the  form  of  a  debate  with  von  Rad  whose  rival 
Old  Testament  theology  Eichrodt  rejects  as  incorrectly  conceived. 

ZHisfcrst  major  objection  is  that  von  Rad  cuts  the  connection  between 
the  facts  of  Israel's  history  and  her  theological  assertions  about  his- 
a  tory.  We  need  not  enter  into  the  intricacies  of  the  debate,  but  it  is 
y  noteworthy  that  Eichrodt  reiterates  in  many  ways  his  fundamental 
point:  Israel's  claims  about  God's  action  refer  to  genuine  historical 
events  and  must  not  be  confined  to  kervgmatic  consciousness.  On  that 
main  point  there  is  no  real  difference  between  the  two  theologians,  for 
surely  von  Rad  does  not  doubt  that  Israel  believed  God  to  be  at 
work  in  history.  The  real  issue  that  emerges  in  Eichrodt's  exposition 
is  this :  How  does  the  theological  claim  about  the  meaning  of  history 
relate  to  the  history  as  we  can  best  grasp  it?  Specifically,  what  is 
the  direction  of  movement,  from  the  history  critically  reconstructed 
toward  the  theological  claims  that  arose  in  the  course  of  the  history? 
Or,  from  the  theological  claims  regarded  as  normative  toward  the 
historical  facts  in  such  a  manner  that  the  theology  can  give  us  his¬ 
torical  information  useful  in  filling  out,  modifying,  or  displacing  in- 
dependently-reached  historical  conclusions? 

\  While  the  announced  intent  of  Eichrodt  is  to  work  from  history 
1  tojheology,  his  frequent  mode  of  operation  is  to  make  theological  as- 
\ 
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sertions  without  textual  support  or  on  scant  evidence  and  then  to  turn 1 
the  assertions  back  upon  unclear  textual  and  historical  situations  in 
order  to  elucidate  them.  One  disturbing  habit  of  his  is  to  present 
historical  evidence  in  support  of  theological  conclusions  by  initially 
ruling  out  the  many  alternative  ways  in  which  the  historical  data 
could  be  read.  The  argument  simply  becomes  circular  and  unsup-  l\ 
ported.  What  are  we  to  make,  for  example,  of  the  conclusion 'that 
the  distinctiveness  of  Israel  in  Canaan  necessarily  posits  that  Moses 
introduced  a  covenant  with  “factual  revelation”  and  “clear  divine 
will”?  The  undoubted  distinctiveness  of  Israel  shows  only  that  a 
religious  solidarity  did  appear  among  the  people,  “a  people  possessing 
unity  in  their  situation  as  clients  of  a  common  God”  (I,  p.  40).  Eich- 
rodt  has  too  blithely  assumed  that  the  admitted  strong  belief  of  Israel 
about  the  Mosaic  covenant  is  tantamount  to  the  historical  assertion 
that  Moses  introduced  the  belief,  and  at  the  same  time  tantamount  to 
the  theological  assertion  that  the  way  in  which  Israel  understood 
the  covenant  must  be  regarded  as  the  only  valid  way  for  the  inter¬ 
preter  to  view  it.  Any  historian  knows,  however,  that  there  are  end¬ 
less  claims  as  to  the  meaning  of  events  and  that  “descriptive”  and 
“normative”  are  not  one  and  the  same. 

There  are  many  instances  of  Eichrodt  arguing  from  a  well-estab¬ 
lished  point  of  Israel’s  faith,  first  to  historical  conclusions  as  to  how 
it  arose,  and  secondly  to  normative  claims  for  the  belief.  He  asserts 
that  “only  a  Mosaic  law-giving  can  explain  the  remarkable  force  and 
persistence  of  the  true  personality  of  Israel”  (I,  p.  84).  The  “only”  in 
such  a  claim  bears  much  unexamined  weight.  Similarly  he  insists  that 
only  if  we  accept  the  Decalogue  and  Book  of  the  Covenant  as  Mosaic 
“can  we  get  beyond  the  realm  of  mere  possibilities  and  attractive  sup¬ 
positions”  and  that  only  such  a  view  can  explain  "the  strongly  uni¬ 
fied  character  of  the  Israelite  view  of  the  world  ...  its  robust  affirma¬ 
tion  of  life”  (I,  pp.  38-39).  The  first  part  of  the  claim  contends  that 
unless  we  accept  the  tradition  of  Mosaic  origin  of  certain  of  the  laws 
we  are  left  with  hypothetical  alternatives.  If  Eichrodt  intends  more 
than  a  truism,  this  must  mean  that,  since  certainty  is  better  than  un¬ 
certainty,  it  is  best  to  accept  tradition.  Caricatured,  this  seems  to  say 
that  believing  will  make  it  so !  The  second  part  of  the  claim  purports 
to  show  that  Israel’s  unified  and  robust  view  of  the  world  could  not 
have  developed  unless  Moses  originated  the  Decalogue  and  the 


52*  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 


Covenant  Code.  That  is  a  very  strong  claim  and  it  is  odd  that 
Eichrodt  leaves  us  in  much  doubt  as  to  the  sense  in  which  he  regards 
the  Law  as  Mosaic.  What  does  it  mean  to  say  that  the  law  “ulti¬ 
mately”  comes  from  Moses?  Did  Moses  give  impetus  to  later  col¬ 
lections  in  the  sense  of  ordering  them  to  be  made  or  rather  in  the 
sense  of  inspiring  them  indirectly,  i.e.,  by  his  own  emphases  contrib¬ 
uting  a  certain  direction  to  them?  For  so  pivotal  a  contention,  these 
possible  meanings  should  not  be  allowed  to  hang  at  loose  ends, 
j — As  his  work  stands,  the  gradations  and  textures  of  historical  ar- 
I  gumentation  are  glossed  over  and  telescoped  into  various  statements 
!  which  seem  to  be  neither  wholly  historical  nor  wholly  theological 
j  and  whose  bases,  rules  of  evidence,  and  ramifications  are  obscure. 

/  Perhaps  what  Eichrodt  is  aiming  at  is  to  show  that  some  historical 
experience  must  lie  behind  the  theological  developments  in  premo- 
narchic  Israel.  This  seems  to  be  his  meaning  in  the  following:  “In 
this  sense  the  Old  Testament  tradition  is  absolutely  right,  when  it 
says  that  Moses  received  the  law  on  Sinai  from  God  himself;  for  the 
contemplation  of  the  divine  Being  must  have  exercised  a  decisive 
influence  on  its  formation”  (I,  p.  76).  But  that  in  itself  does  not 
claim  that  the  historical  Moses  was  the  contemplator ;  it  merely 
claims  that  contemplation  of  the  sort  ascribed  to  Moses  occurred  in 
f  ancient  Israel.  Yet  to  move  from  that  general  historical  position  to 
endorsement  of  the  traditions  in  their  specific  claims  is  to  believe  that 
the  forcefulness  with  which  a  tradition  is  asserted  or  repeated  is 
Equivalent  to  demonstration  of  its  historical  accuracy.  It  appears  that 
under  the  legitimate  intention  of  arguing  that  certain  views  of  divine 
reality  lie  behind  the  premonarchic  traditions,  Eichrodt  has  often 
taken  the  further  step  of  validating  the  historicity  of  accounts  on  the 
basis  of  their  attestation  to  Israel’s  faith  or  even  on  the  basis  of  their 
attestation  to  the  Christian  faith  as  it  employs  aspects  of  Israel’s 
faith.  This  style  of  argument  is  not  always  blatant  but  it  is  fairly 
widespread  and  not  under  sufficient  critical  control  by  the  author. 

Another  aspect  of  Eichrodt’s  tendency  to  impose  faith-judgments, 
on  history  appears  in  his  use  of  concepts  such  as  “the  faith”  or  “the 
divine  will”  as  reifications  conceived  to  be  working  in  history  in  a 
manner  as  palpable  as  the  working  of  human  agents.  He  speaks  of 
casuistic  law  as  “seized  upon  by  this  out-and-out  religious  concep¬ 
tion  embodied  in  the  apodeictic  law”  (I,  p.  71),  or  he  says,  “In  the 


Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  •  S3 


legal  tradition  ...  is  a  force  at  work  of  a  distinctive  character”  (I, 
p.  72).  Many  such  statements  can  perhaps  be  viewed  tolerantly  as 
the  writer’s  liberty  to  make  generalizations  by  devices  of  personifi¬ 
cation  or  of  hypostatization  of  forces  or  concepts.  Taken  in  conjunct 
tion  with  his  ideal  type  of  personal  theism,  however,  the  cumulative 
result  is  to  emphasize  “Mosaic  religion”  or  “covenant  faith”  as  an 
entity  given  in  finished  form  at  the  start  and  merely  unfolding  itself 
in  history.  His  stress  upon  trends  and  movements  of  faith  or  of  un¬ 
faith  tends  to  push  the  historical  Israelite  believers  into  the  back¬ 
ground  or  to  make  them  figures  in  a  morality  play.  “This  inner  dy¬ 
namic  of  the  covenant  concept”  virtually  replaces  the  human  agents 
at  times,  for  it  “submits  uncoordinated  traditions”  and  “integrates 
them  into  a  systematic  sequence  of  events”  (I,  p.  50).  In  the  process 
we  are  led  to  forget  that  it  is  men,  in  this  case  Israelite  men,  who  had 
the  insights  and  impulses  which  became  dynamic  in  their  history.  The 
generalizing  and  norm-seeking  impulses  in  Eichrodt  frequently  over¬ 
ride  the  specifying  and  descriptive  impulses. 

We  may  further  illustrate  the  confusions  and  contradictions  in 
Eichrodt’s  view  of  faith  and  history  by  reference  to  his  treatment  of 
the  covenant  motif  as  the  quintessence  of  ancient  Israel’s  faith.  H§ 
glorifies  the  covenant  as  an  originally  pure  agd  virtually  self-con¬ 
tained  conception,  only  requiring  amplification  in  changing  historical 
circumstances^He  begins  to  encounter  difficulty.  However,  when  he 
f points  out  that  the  rise  of  legalism  is  an  aberration  of  the  covenant 
notion.  How  can  he  so  argue,  if  Moses  was  both  the  originator  of 
the  covenant  and  the  contributor  of  law  to  Israel?  Does  not  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  legalism  root  in  the  very  origins  of  the  covenant?  If  it  is  anj 
aberration,  is  it  not  a  very  ancient  one,  in  fact  intrinsic  to  the  entire) 
course  of  covenantal  belief?  Can  legalism  be  opposed  except  by\ 
adopting  some  stance  outside  of  the  Old  Testament  faith  itself? _ . 

Again,  perhaps  we  are  unfair  to  Eichrodt’s  perspective.  It  is  true 
that  many  of  his  evaluative  comments  may  be  read  as  summaries  of 
criticisms  which  arose  within  covenantal  history  itself,  as  in  the 
prophets.  He  is  even  able  to  say  of  the  prophets  at  one  point,  “the 
concept  of  the  covenant  never  proved  adequate  to  the  outpouring  of 
the  riches  of  their  vision  of  God”  (I,  p.  68).  Observations  of  this 
type  are  the  permissible  work  of  taking  the  historical  cross  section, 
for  certainly  a  proper  cross  section  must  show  points  of  tension  and 
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^opposition  as  well  as  points  of  concurrence  in  Old  Testament  reli¬ 
gion.  Allowing  for  this  necessary  work  of  internal  criticism,  Eichrodt 
still  blurs  the  lines  between  what  ancient  Israelites  thought  of  their 

*  faith  and  what  he  thinks  about  it  as  a  Christian  and  as  a  modern 
!  intellectual.  It  is  difficult  to  escape  the  impression  that  for  Eichrodt 

covenant  has  become  a  cipher/symbol  for  all  the  “good”  tendencies 
ofjsradite  faith,  sometimes  seen  as  consciouslylntended  by  Moses 
and  sometimes  conceived  as  ths_  outlook  reached _at-SQme-ooint"in^ 
Israel's  or  the  church's  later  life.  Thus,  he  can  say  that,  with  the 
monarchy,  “henceforward  the  covenant  also  is  no  longer  regarded  as 
an  inconceivable  gift  of  grace”  (I,  p.  48).  Does  not  “henceforward” 
here  imply  that  there  was  a  time  when  the  covenant  was  clearly  and 
dominantly  seen  as  a  gift  of  grace?  Does  this  not  ignore  the  waxing 
and  waning  of  the  grace  element  as  a  feature  of  the  covenant  in  re¬ 
peated  problematic  relationship  to  the  legalism  of  the  covenant?  Is 
the  history  of  Israel's  religion  really  best  seen  as  an  effort  to  restore 
a  pristine  original,  or  is  it  more  properly  regarded  as  an  ever-renewed 
effort  at  a  contemporary  basis  for  action,  an  effort  which  draws  now 
on  this  and  again  on  that  aspect  of  the  past? 

Eichrodt  has  employed  his  ideal  type  of  the  covenant  in  far  too 
j  embracing  a  fashion.  Sometimes  it  is  used  historically  to  clarify  the 
I  beliefs  of  specific  Israelite  circles.  At  other  times  it  is  used  to  sum  up 
[  the  whole  course  of  the  religious  history.  And  further  it  is  used  to 
sketch  a  normative  standard  for  all  subsequent  Jewish  or  Christian 
belief.  These  several  usages  are  understandable  but  they  are  not 
separated  sufficiently  in  his  theologizing.  It  would  be  fatuous  to 
imply  that  there  is  any  simple  solution  to  such  confusion  of  genres; 
but  Eichrodt's  undertaking  would  have  been  much  stronger  had  he 
more  openly  recognized  the  tension  between  descriptive  and  norma¬ 
tive  and  not  hidden  it  under  the  claim  that,  since  Israel's  God  acts  in 
history,  a  theology  oL  the  Old  Testament  must  beTiistorical.  This 
failure  of  conception  leaves  the  Eichrodt  of  this  work  (and  we  are 
not  attempting  to  assess  here  his  many  other  significant  contributions 
Old  Testament  study)  an  insufficiently  precise  historian  and  an 

•  insufficiently  systematic  thinker.  While  a  great  deal  of  historical  ma¬ 
terial  is  canvassed  and  frequently  treated  with  acumen,  in  the  last 
analysis  Eichrodt  fails  to  draw  the  data  together  in  their  own  terms 

_or  to  offer  a  critique  upon  them  from  his  own  theological  stance.  * 
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How  could  this  unsatisfactory  consequence  follow  from  so  bril¬ 
liant  and  exhaustive  an  enterprise?  This  shortcoming  has  nothing 
to  do  with  personahinadequacteSvof  the  author.  The  ambiguity-in  his 
attitude  toward  (faith  and  mstory  is  no  idiosyncrasy.  In  this  regard 
Eichrodt  epitomizes  an  entiremeological  milieu  both  in  his  brilliant 
evocativeness  and  in  his  ambiguous  impressionism.  The  Achilles’  heel 
of  his  work  is  well  articulated  in  a  remark  he  makes  by  way  of 
summarizing  his  treatment  of  the  names  of  God : 

We  are  dealing  not  with  the  symmetrical  growth  of  a  unified  basic  plan, 
but  with  a  wealth  of  tensions,  compelling  an  ever  fresh  and  unique  delinea¬ 
tion  of  the  knowledge  of  God.  For  the  divine  reality  to  which  this  refers 
is  ultimately  beyond  reason  and  therefore  only  to  be  expressed  in  con¬ 
tradictory  formulations  (I,  p.  205).  ^ — 

The  divine  reality  beyond  reason  is  Eichrodt’s  deus  ex  machina  which 
proves  useless,  for  how  can  there  be  either  a  history  or  a  theology  of 
a  God  who  is  unknowable?  The  cross  section  to  which  he  has  com-J> 
mitted  himself  as  a  tool  of  inquiry  must  remain  schizophrenically 
stretched  between  a  historical  summary  and  a  theological  pointer. 
In  the  terms  of  neo-orthodox  theology,  in  which  Eichrodt  is  broadly 
at  home,  there  can  be  no  resolution  of  the  tension  of  faith  and  history 
but  only  an  exhilarating  zest  and  incohesiveness  which  teases  and 
baffles  both  the  historian  and  the  believer. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT 
AND  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 

A  word  must  be  said  on  this  subject  which  is  in  actuality  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  Eichrodt’s  view  of  the  relationship  of  faith  and  history. 
pThe  author  positions  himself  clearly  in  distinction  from  orthodox 
i  Christian,  Jewish,  and  secularist  conceptions  of  Israel’s  religion  in 
!  his  manner  of  relating  the  two  Testaments.  In  contrast  to  the  ortho- 
dox  Christian,  he  does  not  cite  New  Testament  fulfillment  of  proph¬ 
ecies  nor  does  he  admit  miracles  as  evidence  to  argue  the  unity  of 
L^the  Bible.  He  sees  rather  a  consistent  picture  of  the  God-man  rela¬ 
tionship  running  through  both  Testaments, 

for  it  is  these  basic  features  [of  the  hope  in  the  consummation  of  God’s 
kingdom  on  earth],  inseparably  connected  with  the  essence  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  picture  of  God,  and  not  any  other  individual  details,  which  must 
decide  whether  the  Gospel  of  the  New  Testament  has  a  right  to  be  under- 
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stood  as  the  real  answer  to  the  problem  of  Old  Testament  prediction  (I, 

p.  507). 

In  contrast  to  the  Jewish  interpreter,  he  obviously  does  believe  that 
^be^NewiTestament  gospel  is  the  consummation  of  the  Mosaic  gospel. 
At  the  same  time  he  ignores  the  fact  that  postbiblical  judaiim  ap¬ 
proaches  the  same  Hebrew  Bible  from  a  very  different  angle  than 
does  he  as  a  Christian.  In  contrast  to  the  secularist,  he  argues  that 
the  fundamental  theological  beliefs  of  ancient  Israel,  shorn  of  their 
crudities,  distortions,  and  time-bound  limitations,  carry  on  into  the 
New  Testament  and  form  the  basis  of  a  valid  contemporary  view  of 
God  and  man. 

Eichrodt’s  case  for  the  unity  of  the  Bible  is  more  an  assumption 
.than  it  js  an  argument.  His  comments  on  the  subject  are  strewn 
through  his  work  and  are  seldom  developed  systematically  or  at 
length.  The  result  is  that  he  makes  random  remarks  on  the  theological 
appropriateness  of  Old  Testament  beliefs  in  a  random  manner.  Often 
these  remarks  are  introduced  as  though  they  are  simply  of  one  piece 
with  his  historical  cross  section  of  Israel’s  religion.  Unlike  von  Rad, 
who  concentrates  his  Christian  assessment  of  Old  Testament  faith  in 
the  latter  half  of  his  second  volume,  Eichrodt  largely  decentralizes 
his  treatment  except  for  brief  reflections  in  the  opening  pages  on 
methodology  and  in  the  closing  pages  of  his  section  on  eschatology 
(to  which  may  be  added  his  excursus  to  Volume  I). 

Especially  confusing  is  his  treatment  of  postexilic  Judaism.  Some¬ 
times  he  explicates  its  character  with  precision  and  sympathy,  only 
to  dismiss  it  as  a  departure  from  the  mainstream  of  Israel’s  essential 
type  (e.g.,  I,  pp.  169,  177,  435).  His  sharp  distinction  between 
“good”  preexilic  cult  and  “bad”  postexilic  cult  seems  largely a~fuhc- 
tion  of  Christian  apologetics.  His  remark  that  only  Christ  brings  an 

“effective  liberation  from  the  need  for  sacrifice ”  (I,  p.  171) _ not 

mysticism  or  legal  observance — is  hardly  a  judgment  belonging  to 
a  culmination  of  historical  study  of  the  Old  Testament.  It  is  not  a 
view  expressed  in  the  Old  Testament  nor  does  it  explain  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  “effective”  in  the  context,  for  that  would  require  examination 
of  the  sense  in  which  guilt  and  sacrifice  can  have  contemporary 
meaning,  as  at  least  Bultmann  from  the  side  of  the  New  Testament 
and  von  Rad  from  the  side  of  the  Old  Testament  try  to  do. 

His  stance  as  Christian  theologian  permits  Eichrodt  to  speak  with 
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all-knowing  condescension  toward  his  subject  matter,  even  though  he 
speaks  with  benignity.  That  Jesus  alone  guards  the  personhood  of 
God  is  flatly  stated  without  argument.  Eichrodt  hands  out  degrees 
of  reward  and  punishment  to  those  who  did  and  to  those  who  did  not 
uphold  the  true  type  of  Israel's  religion.  Yahweh  himself  gets  very 
good  grades,  for  Eichrodt  is  able  to  praise  his  "wise  self-limitation,, 
(I,  p.  213),  but  P  is  chided  for  his  "impermissible  methods  of  satis¬ 
fying  religious  longings"  (I,  p.  218).  In  a  highly  dialectical  analysis 
he  shows  how  contrary  views  of  nature  in  ancient  Israel  come  to¬ 
gether  in  a  nonconceptual  pragmatic  harmonization  which  guards 
against  dangers  to  the  doctrine  of  God  and  at  the  same  time  reveals 
God's  activity  in  the  world.  This  carefully  modulated  harmonization 
looks  less  like  a  historical  cross  section  of  the  Old  Testament  than 
like  a  broadly  Barthian  Christian  critique  of  ancient  religious  belief 
and  practice  in  Israelite  dressing.  — — \ 

Eichrodt  should  be  challenged  for  failing  to  identify  his  own  con¬ 
temporary  religious  position  as  highly  influential  on  his  method  and 
results.  He  may  further  be  challenged  as  to  the  adequacy  of  neo¬ 
orthodoxy  as  a  basis  for  synthesizing  Old  Testament  materials.  HisJi 
stance  of  personal  theism  assumes  direct  access  to  God  in  terms  of 
New  Testament  Christianity,  but  the  detailed  implications  of  per¬ 
sonal  theism  for  the  history  of  Israel's  religion  are  either  absent  or 
blurred  by  the  unknowability  of  the  biblical  God  except  in  faith.  An 
uneasy  juxtaposition  of  faith  and  history,  of  Christian  and  Israelite, 
is  the  best  that  Eichrodt  can  do.  The  cross  section  is  insufficiently 
ancient,  in  that  it  does  not  let  the  Israelite  subject's  understanding 
of  his  own  religion  stand  in  its  own  right;  and  the  cross  section  is 
insufficiently  modern,  in  that  it  does  not  explore  the  contemporary 
meaning  of  the  God-concept  for  science-oriented,  technologized,  his- 
toricized,  alienated  man. 


CRITIQUE 

We  have  already  set  forth  a  critique  of  Eichrodt's  Old  Testament 
Theology  on  a  number  of  counts.  We  have  observed  that  his  historical  V' 
data  are  unevenly  presented.  We  have  shown  his  particular  manner 
of  articulating  the  details  of  Old  Testament  theology  to  have  been 
reasonably  adequate  but  in  many  respects  arbitrary  and  redundant. 

We  have  contended  that  his  view  of  the  relation  of  faith  and  history 
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is  either  that  they  are  dualistically  separated  or  naively  fused.  We 
have  argued  that  his  view  of  the  relation  of  the  Testaments  is  either 
undeveloped  or  arbitrary. 

The  critique  may  be  extended  and  concluded  by  considering  two 
additional  points:  Eichrodt’s  use  of  the  ideal  type  as  a  normative 
conception,  and  his  failure  to  see  the  intellectual  significance  of  the 
type  and  its  relationship  to  contemporary  theological  typology. 

By  the  first  objection,  I  have  in  mind  Eichrodt’s  cliche-ridden  dis¬ 
missal  of  religious  elements  in  ancient  Israel  which  fall  under  the 
onus  of  “mysticism,”  “naturalism,”  or  “metaphysics.”  There  are 
abundant  illustrations.  He  attacks  mysticism  in  his  discussion  of 
prayer  (I,  p.  176).  The  best  he  can  do  with  mystical  aspects  of 
Ezekiel  is  to  speak  of  the  prophet’s  “illness”  (I,  p.  341).  Inconsis¬ 
tently,  in  his  discussion  of  the  amoral  base  of  holiness  Eichrodt  de¬ 
fends  it  on  just  the  grounds  he  has  previously  denigrated  (I,  p.  275). 
Yet,  after  a  detailed  exposition  of  a  broadly  “mystical”  basis  for 
holiness,  he  switches  and  summarizes  altogether  differently  in  terms 
of  “the  personal  quality  of  God”  (I,  p.  276).  It  seems  that  religious 
features  once  absorbed  into  the  dominant  Israelite  religious  type 
thereby  become  acceptable  and  are  to  be  defended  apologetically, 
whereas  the  same  features  appearing  outside  the  dominant  type  are 
said  to  be  foreign  intrusions  or  eductions.  Of  course  the  struggle 
over  what  was  to  be  included  and  what  was  to  be  excluded  from  Is¬ 
rael’s  faith  was  a  live  one,  but  Eichrodt’s  way  of  approaching  the 
problem  comes  close  to  simply  giving  approval  in  retrospect  to  those 
elements  which  made  the  grade  in  Yahwism  and  disapproval  to  those 
which  didn’t.  The  angle  of  approach  is  often  apologetic  when  it  ought 
to  have  been  heuristic. 

As  a  further  instance,  Eichrodt  believes  that  ecstasy  was  never 
accepted  by  Yahwism  as  good  in  itself,  but  simply  as  a  means.  To 
judge  so  is  not  to  enlighten  us  as  to  how  ecstasy  was  regarded  by  in¬ 
dividual  Yahwists — as  though  ecstasy  simply  acquiesced  in  the  face 
of  interpretations  put  upon  it  by  Yahwistic  rationalists  (I,  pp.  305, 
313-319).  Aside  from  the  very  subjective  criterion  of  “enjoying”  or 
“cultivating”  ecstasy  in  contrast  to  merely  putting  up  with  it,  this 
approach  ignores  the  difference  between  the  universal  phenomenon 
of  ecstasy  and  the  particular  traditions  in  which  it  cloaks  itself.  Or, 
consider  further  that  the  constant  depreciation  of  nature  by  Eichrodt 
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is  correct  only  insofar  as  it  touches  on  one  aspect  of  nature  (i.e.,  the 
agricultural  cults),  but  even  the  Exodus  and  law-giving  are  broadly 
“natural,”  i.e.,  events  with  wide-ranging  psycho-social  and  geopoliti¬ 
cal  setting  and  significance,  a  fact  which  Eichrodt  recognizes  but  does 
little  with  because  it  ill  fits  his  typology. 

Particularly  heavy-handed  are  the  jaundiced  and  impoverished 
views  of  metaphysical  speculation  as  “bloodless  and  abstract.”  As  with 
other  pejoratively  treated  features,  speculation  which  occurs  within 
the  covenant  community  as  an  aspect  of  its  self-understanding  is  con¬ 
sidered  legitimate,  but  all  other  speculation  is  “un-historical”  and 
“intellectualistic.”  Interestingly,  at  one  point  Eichrodt  warns  against 
systems  of  thought  but  this  very  warning  occurs  within  the  context 
of  his  own  system  (I,  p.  389).  He  inveighs  against  a  logical  con¬ 
struction  of  God  in  ancient  Israel.  In  the  thirties  this  type  of  polemics 
doubtless  had  its  place.  Today  such  an  argument  looks  merely  quaint 
or  even  absurd,  for  who  today  is  arguing  that  Israel  had  a  logical 
construction  of  God  in  anything  like  the  manner  Eichrodt  opposes? 
The  real  question  for  Eichrodt  ought  to  have  been:  What  was  the 
intellectual/speculative  component  in  Israel’s  lively  concept  of  God? 
Eichrodt  makes  a  considerable  contribution  toward  answering  that 
question  by  the  material  he  marshals  but,  because  he  cannot  formulate 
the  question  as  a  valid  one,  he  does  not  even  suggest  the  outlines  of 
an  answer. 

We  must  also  face  the  question  of  the  validity  of  Eichrodt’s  ideal 
type  of  the  sovereign  free  spiritual  personhood  of  God  vis-a-vis  the 
human  community  of  Israel.  The  strength  of  the  type  is  that  it  does 
manage  to  embrace  wide  tracts  of  Israelite  religious  experience  and 
to  give  them  a  meaningful  pattern.  The  weakness  of  the  type  is  that 
in  Eichrodt’s  hands  it  tends  to  become  statically  normative  and  even 
a  sacrosanct  barrier  to  further  inquiry.  The  actual  result  of  his  ac¬ 
complishment  is  that  Eichrodt  impels  us  to  move  outside  his  frame¬ 
work  and  to  ask  how  such  a  type  developed  and  what  human  needs  it 
served,  as  well  as  what  needs  it  frustrated  or  could  not  serve.  Finally, 
he  goads  us  into  the  audacity  of  asking  whether  the  type  is  still  valid 
for  Jews  and  Christians. 

The  point  at  which  Eichrodt  comes  closest  to  breaking  through 
his  own  typology  and  asking  significant  questions  is  in  his  exposition 
of  prophecy.  The  section  on  prophecy  is  the  most  exciting  in  his 
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work,  for  here  he  manages  to  evoke  the  prophetic  view  of  God  as  a 
new  reality  transcending  narrow  personalism  and  nationalism,  in 
fact  as  a  powerful  straining  at  the  limitations  of  existing  models  of 
Yahweh  and  Israel.  He  says,  for  instance,  “In  a  world  which  was 
racing  to  destruction,  any  attempt  at  representing  God,  at  having  God 
at  one’s  disposal,  as  a  means  of  escaping  judgment  and  conflict,  is, 
from  such  a  standpoint,  objectionable  in  itself”  (I,  p.  368).  Or,  “Men 
became  accustomed  to  think  of  the  status  quo  as  the  goal  of  the  na¬ 
tion’s  history,  a  goal  which  no  doubt  needed  improving  in  detail,  but 
which  on  the  whole  was  final”  (I,  pp.  382-383).  This  interpretation 
of  the  prophets  might  have  become  the  basis  for  analyzing  the  intel¬ 
lectual  dimension  in  the  work  of  prophecy.  Without  the  conceptual 
element  in  formulating  a  picture  of  human  potentiality,  the  God  of 
prophecy  can  hardly  be  taken  seriously ;  in  fact,  prophetic  seriousness 
becomes  mere  fanaticism.  The  intellectual  work  of  prophecy  is  that 
of  a  higher  order  of  conception  in  which  older  polarities  are  balanced, 
transcended,  or  broken  through,  and  a  claim  is  made  about  the  condi¬ 
tions  which  must  be  observed  for  a  good  life  in  human  community. 
But  Eichrodt’s  distrust  of  metaphysics  forces  him  to  relegate  the 
prophetic  thirst  for  the  new  reality  either  experientially  to  their  own 
moments  in  history  or  conceptually  to  modifications  here  and  there 
in  the  existing  ideal  Israelite  religious  type.  Even  the  prophets  in  their 
atypicality  become  at  his  hands  hypostatized  innovators,  emasculated 
in  their  own  historical  contexts,  or  embroiderers  of  the  traditional 
views  of  God. 

The  approach  adopted  by  Eichrodt  either  closes  or  discourages  in¬ 
quiry  into  the  ideal  type  itself,  into  its  origins,  functions,  and  poten¬ 
tialities  for  the  present.  The  translator  of  the  English  edition  puts  the 
contemporary  question  succinctly  when  he  asks:  “Are  we  to  go  on 
believing  in  this  kind  of  God,  or  not?”  (J.  Baker,  II,  p.  10).  In  the 
sixties  the  translator  sees  the  issue  rather  more  sharply  than  did  the 
author  in  the  thirties.  Clearly  both  he  and  Eichrodt  think  that  we 
are  to  go  on  believing  within  the  confines  of  an  ideal  type  not  greatly 
changed  since  the  time  of  Moses.  Eichrodt’s  theology  is  a  monu¬ 
mental  expression  of  that  type  in  its  ancient  Israelite  form  as  well  as 
an  implicit  celebration  of  its  moral  and  spiritual  relevancy  for  the 
present. 

For  many  religiously  oriented  people  today  it  is  clearly  inadequate 
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to  accept  the  Jewish-Christian  traditional  God-concept  as  finished  and 
complete,  to  foreclose  in  short  the  kind  of  daring  venture  prophecy 
represented  in  its  day.  To  rise  to  the  whole  challenge  of  the  historical 
present  and  to  act  resolutely  and  venturously  for  the  welfare  of  man 
requires  of  them  that  they  rescrutinize  the  Jewish-Christian  God- 
concept  in  the  light  of  its  psycho-social  origins  and  functions.  For 
them  it  is  not  enough  to  deliteralize  and  liberalize  the  concept  while 
leaving  its  main  outlines  intact.  For  them  the  question  now  is :  What 
can  we  believe,  who  stand  in  a  tradition  of  belief  in  this  kind  of  God, 
now  that  such  belief  has  become  patently  dysfunctional  and  counter¬ 
productive?  To  what  aspects  of  reality  does  the  biblical  concept  of 
God  point,  and  how  can  we  decode  it  in  terms  that  will  contribute 
toward  new  models  of  reality  as  the  basis  for  organizing  thought 
and  action? 

As  a  piece  of  historical  analysis  and  synthesis  on  a  grand  scaleTl 
Eichrodt  is  the  stimulant  of  everyone  who  reflects  on  ancient  Israel’s  1 
faith.  In  the  history  of  religious  thought  he  shows  one  dominant  view 
in  the  West  of  God  rising  and  striking  tenacious  rootage.  As  a  largely 
implicit  defender  of  that  view  as  valid  for  today,  he  raises  many  more 
problems  than  he  treats.  His  way  of  looking  at  ancient  Israel  as  the  \ 
builder  of  a  many-sided  but  centrally  focused  God-concept  may  be  \ 
supplemented  and  revised  by  sociological  and  psychological  analysis  ' 
to  provide  the  basis  for  new  understandings  of  traditional  theology  i 
which  may  help  us  to  turn  these  historic  concepts  from  burdens  and  \ 
idols,  requiring  uncomprehending  homage,  into  tools  and  materials  { 
which  are  consonant  with  thought  and  action — as  indeed  the  con-  ; 
cepts  once  were  for  those  who  fashioned  them.  — - - " 
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Gerhard  von  Rad 
Old  Testament  Theology 


by  G.  Henton  Davies 


Gerhard  von  Rad  was  born  on  October  21,  1901 ,  at  Nurnberg  to  evangelical 
parents,  and  was  educated  at  the  Universities  of  Erlangen  and  Tubingen.  In 
1930  he  began  as  a  privatdozent  at  Leipzig,  and  subsequently  served  as  a  Pro¬ 
fessor  in  the  Universities  of  Jena  (1934-1945),  Gottingen  (1945-1949),  and  lastly 
(1949-present),  at  Heidelberg. 


Gerhard  von  Rad  has  been  a  regular  contributor  to  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  studies  since  1929,  although  his  main  works  were  published 
between  1947  and  1960.  His  major  writings  include  his  studies  on 
Deuteronomy;  his  commentary  on  Genesis;  his  two  volumes  of  The 
Theology  of  the  Old  Testament ;  and  a  representative  selection  of  his 
essays,  extending  from  1931-1964,  which  were  translated  and  pub¬ 
lished  as  The  Problem  of  the  Hexateuch  and  other  Essays  in  1966, 
though  the  bulk  of  these  were  written  in  the  late  1940’s.  The  general 
outlines  of  von  Rad’s  position  have  been  widely  known  for  a  long 
time.  His  early  essay  on  the  Hexateuch,  already  mentioned,  will  be 
a  convenient  point  with  which  to  begin  an  appreciation  and  critique 
of  one  who  undoubtedly  belongs  among  the  leading  scholars  in  the 
world  because  of  the  originality  of  his  contribution  to  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  studies. 

THE  TRADITIONS-HISTORY  FOUNDATION 

In  his  essay  on  the  Hexateuch  von  Rad  seeks  to  depart  from  the 
admitted  sterility  of  contemporary  (1938)  study,  seen  both  in  the  end 
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of  the  usefulness  of  the  source  analysis  of  the  documents  of  the  Hexa- 
teuch  and  in  the  lack  of  study  of  the  history  and  meaning  of  all  the 
units  of  tradition  of  which  the  Hexateuch  is  composed.  He  finds  it 
possible  to  break  away  from  the  stalemate  by  seeing  the  Hexateuch 
as  “a  history  of  redemption,”  basically  “a  creed.”  The  study  of  the 
creedal  passages  in  the  Hexateuch  in  their  constant  feature  (namely, 
of  content),  and  in  their  variable  feature  (namely,  the  varying  modes 
of  their  expression),  became  the  starting  point  of  his  original  con¬ 
tribution. 

He  considers  first  the  short  historical  credos  as  they  are  illustrated 
in  Deuteronomy  26:56-107tlie  prayer  for  the  presentation  of  the  first 
fruits  at  the  sanctuary;  in  Deuteronomy  6:20-24,  a  formula  of  the 
facts  of  Israel's  redemption;  and  in  Joshua  24:26-13,  Joshua’s  ad¬ 
dress  to  the  gathered  people  at  Shechem.  Further  examples  of  this 
basic  literary  type  may  also  be  found  in  poetic  forms  of  the  credo  in 
such  passages  as  Psalm  136,  which  goes  back  to  the  creation;  in 
parts  of  the  Red  Sea  Song,  Exodus  15:4-5,  8-9,  10a,  12-16;  with  a 
wider  scope  and  with  more  liberty  from  the  traditional  form  in  Psalm 
105  (cf.  w.  8ff.,  42)  ;  in  Psalm  78;  in  the  late  Psalm  135;  in  the 
great  prayer  in  Nehemiah  9:6ff.,  where  for  the  first  time  the  tradi¬ 
tion  concerning  Sinai  is  interpolated  into  the  “canonical  story  of 
redemption”;  and  lastly  in  Psalm  106,  which  ranges  from  the  be¬ 
ginnings  to  the  exile. 

""  This  review  of  the  credos  led  von  Rad  to  point  out  the  omission  of 
the  events  of  Sinai  and  thus  to  suggest  that  the  Sinaitic  tradition  had 
its  own  separate  origin  and  transmission,  and  that  only  at  a  much 
later  date  was  it  combined  with  the  other  and  canonical  pattern. 

Von  Rad  then  turns  to  the  investigation  of  the  Sinai  traditions, 
distinguishing  the  Kadesh  narratives  (Exodus  17-18;  Numbers  10- 
14)  and  the  Sinai  cycle  proper  (Exodus  19-24,  32-34),  of  which 
only  the  former  is  closely  connected  with  the  story  of  the  Exodus. 
The  Kadesh  and  Sinai  cycles  of  tradition  are  both  concerned  with  a 
giving  of  the  law  (cf.  Exodus  15:25;  18;  with  Exodus  19-24),  and 
this  duality  presents  an  acute  problem  to  the  Old  Testament  inter¬ 
preter. 

The  Exodus  tradition  is  primarily  one  of  redemption  (Exodus  3: 
7ff.  relating  to  the  move  from  Egypt  to  Canaan),  but  the  Sinai 
tra3ition  is  a  unity  of  theophany  and  covenant  (cf.  Deuteronomy 
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33 :2,  4;  Judges  6:1 ;  Habakkuk  3,  where  the  theophany  is  the  signal 
feature) .  To  establish  its  character  in  this  way  leads  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  place  of  this  tradition  in  thejife-and^worship  of  ancient 
Israel.  The  constituent  elements  of  th^Sinai  tradjaon  presuppose  a 
cultic  situation;  and  these  elements  are:  a  hallowing,  the  trumpets, 
the  theophany  and  divine  requirements,  and  finally,  sacrifices  and 
covenant.  In  turn,  these  elements  have  led  scholars  like  S.  Mowinckel 
to  suggest  that  the  Sinai  cycle  is  best  explained  in  terms  of  the  Jeru¬ 
salem  New  Year  Festival. 

More  important  for  von  Rad  than  a  solution  in  terms  of  the  New 
Year  Festival  is  the  consideration  of  the  Sinai  narrative  as  a  proto¬ 
type  for  some  cultic  ceremony.  The  legend  comes  first,  and  that 
legend,  comprising  theophany  and  law,  is  further  if  indirectly  illus¬ 
trated  in  such  passages  as  Psalms  SO,  81  (cf.  Psalms  15  and  24), 
as  its  occasion  is  suggested  by  such  passages  as  Deuteronomy  31  and 
Nehemiah  8.  Von  Rad  then  further  illustrates  and  confirms  his 
thesis  by  a  consideration  of  the  liturgical  form  of  Deuteronomy  as  a 
whole.  Exodus  19-24  and  Deuteronomy  as  a  whole  are  parallel 
forms  which  belong  to  the  same  cultic  situation  in  varying  degrees  of 
closeness.  That  cultic  occasion  associated  with  Exodus  19:1  was  the 
Feast  of  Weeks,  but  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  eventually  has  a  strong¬ 
er  claim  on  the  Sinai  tradition  (Deuteronomy  31 :10;  Nehemiah  8). 
A  further  analysis  of  the  procedure  at  Shechem  (Joshua  24)  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  Sinai  covenant  shows  that  the  Sinai  tradition  had 
its  setting  in  the  covenant  ceremonies  of  the  Israelite  amphictyony  at 
Shechem.  Likewise  the  settlement  tradition  can  be  traced  to  the 
Feast  of  Weeks  (Deuteronomy  26:Sff. ;  Exodus  23:16;  cf.  Leviticus 
23^17)  at  the  sanctuary  of  Gilgal. 

{ Von  Rad  then  shows  how  the  tradition  became  literature.  As  the~l 
units  of  tradition  were  cut  off  from  cultic  contexts,  they  began  to  be  j 
reassembled  in  new  literary  and  spiritual  patterns.  Such  was  the  ; 
work  of  J  and  P.  J  interpolated  the  Sinai  tradition  into  the  settle-j 
ment  tradition,  and  the  two  traditions  together  illustrate  Law  and 
Gospel,  which  von  Rad  calls  “two  fundamental  propositions  of  the 
whole  message  of  the  Bible.”  Then  J  added  the  various  cycles  of 
patriarchal  and  primeval  legend  to  form  the  introductions  to  the 
enlarged  settlement  tradition,  and  thus  united  the  history  of  creation 
with  that  of  redemption,  for  which  Genesis  12:1-3,  with  its  threefold  / 
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promise,1  serves  as  a  freely  composed  link  passage.  In  this  way  J  col¬ 
lected  many  of  the  units  and  cycles  of  the  separate  traditions  and 
combined  all  the  traditions  to  give  us  the  so-called  J  work.(The  ori¬ 
ginal  traditions  were  thus  removed  from  the  cultic  sphere  into  the 
service  of  that  greater  Israel  of  historical  and_  political  dimensions. 
\  Thus  J  illustrates  a  truly  prophetic  point  of  view  whereby  God  is 

\  seen  to  be  active  in  histor^)  particularly  in  the  events  associated  with 

\  the  settlement  in  Canaan  and  with  the  rise  of  the  Davidic  dynasty. 

On  the  basis  of  this  reconstruction  and  transformation  of  Israel’s 
traditions  von  Rad  developed  his  study  entitled  The  Theology  of  the 
Old  Testament.  In  volume  1,  following  a  brief  outline  of  the  history 
of  Yahwism,  he  creates  a  theology  of  Israel’s  historical  traditions  em¬ 
bracing  the  Hexateuch  and  all  its  themes,  together  with  the  settle¬ 
ment.  Further  sections  deal  with  Judges  and  the  monarchy,  the 
works  of  the  Deuteronomist  and  the  Chronicler.  The  fourth  and  final 
section  of  volume  1  of  his  Theology  deals  with  Israel’s  response  as 
seen  in  the  Psalms  and  the  wisdom  literature. 

The  second  volume  of  von  Rad’s  Theology  is  concerned  with  gen¬ 
eral  considerations  relating  to  prophecy,  then  with  an  exposition  of 
classical  prophecy  from  Amos  through  Daniel.  The  final  section  of 
this  second  volume  deals  in  an  extraordinarily  fruitful  manner  with 
the  relation  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

Such  in  main  outline  is  the  contribution  of  this  great  scholar  to  the 
understanding  of  the  Old  Testament,  a  contribution  original  in  itself, 
comprehensive  in  its  scope,  relevant,  and  interesting,  as  well  as  pro¬ 
fessionally  important  for  the  scholar  and  the  Christian. 

The  critical  evaluation  of  so  great  a  contribution  is  not  easily  ac¬ 
complished  within  the  space  of  a  few  pages.  To  deal  adequately  with 
the  presuppositions  and  tendencies  of  the  contribution  would  demand 
a  treatment  as  detailed  as  the  original.  Inevitably  then,  the  evalua¬ 
tion  must  be  selective. 

An  obvious  point  from  which  to  begin  is  von  Rad’s  conception  of 
fthe  character  and  function  of  the  credo  in  Israel’s  literature  and  re¬ 
ligion.  Von  Rad  tends  to  assume  that  the  credos  were  intended  as 
complete  entities,  but  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  they  were  in- 

1Cf.  Ronald  E.  Gements,  Abraham  and  David:  Genesis  XV  and  Its  Mean¬ 
ing  jor  Israelite  Tradition,  Studies  in  Biblical  Theology,  Second  Series  S 
(Chicago:  Alec  R.  Allenson,  Inc.,  1967),  pp.  ISff. 
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tended  to  be  complete  in  their  references.  They  were  intended  rather 
to  be  select  summaries  and  not  exhaustive  agendas  of  the  facts  they 
record.  Bright  points  out  that  the  New  Testament  kerygma,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  does  not  refer  to  the  Last  Supper.2  Perhaps  this  is  not  a  very 
happy  example  because  the  kerygma  does  refer  to  the  death  of  Jesus, 
and  so  by  implication  refers  to  the  associated  complex  of  Cross  tra¬ 
ditions.  Even  so  the  kerygma  does  not  refer  to  Caesarea  Philippi 
(Mark  8:27-33),  often  recognized  as  the  crisis  and  turning  point  in 
the  gospel.  The  omission  of  Caesarea,  and  possibly  the  ensuing  Trans¬ 
figuration,  from  New  Testament  creedal  passages  does  not  support 
the  conception  of  a  credo  as  a  complete  summary  of  the  events  in 
question.8 

A  further  striking  illustration  of  incomplete  credo  is  to  be  found 
in  one  of  von  Rad's  own  examples.  Psalm  136  approaches  the  Egypt 
theme  in  w.  10-16  through  the  creation  of  man.  This  is  astonishing 
when  the  parallel  between  the  psalm  and  Genesis  1  is  recalled.  The 
psalmist  has  used  the  tradition  of  Genesis  1  without  reference  to  the 
climax  of  that  tradition.4  _ 

The  absence  of  reference  to  the  Sinai  traditions  of  which  von  Rad 
makes  so  much  is  essentially  an  argumentum  silentio,  and  may  not  be 
pressed.  Thus,  if  these  credos  were  really  prefaces  to  or  parts  of  a 
liturgy  for  the  renewal  of  the  covenant  (i.e.,  Sinai  theme),  then  the 
absence  of  the  main  theme  of  the  festival  from  the  preface  to  that 
festival  is  intelligible.  In  other  festivals,  as  for  example,  that  of  the 
First  Fruits  of  Deuteronomy  26,  the  Sinai  theme  is  not  even  relevant 
or  useful. 

There  is,  however,  a  further  point  which  is  of  considerable  im¬ 
portance  in  the  assessment  of  von  Rad's  credo.  He  appears  to  assume 
that  the  statements  of  the  credo  mark  the  beginning  or  fountainhead 
of  the  streams  of  tradition.  Accepting  the  credo  as  the  beginning,  the 


aJohn  Bright,  Early  Israel  in  Recent  History  Writing ,  Studies  in  Biblical 
Theology,  Series  9  (Chicago:  Alec  R.  Allenson,  Inc.,  1956),  p.  105. 

8  In  spite  of  the  distance  in  time  between  Old  Testament  and  New  Testament 
creedal  statements,  the  analogy  is  probably  valid  because  of  the  character  and 
content  of  the  creedal  sentences  in  both  Testaments. 

*  Gerhard  von  Rad,  The  Problem  of  the  Hexateuch  and  Other  Essays,  trans. 
E.  W.  Trueman  Dicken  (New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Co.,  1966),  pp.  9-10. 
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various  scholars  following  von  Rad  are  then  concerned  to  work  out  the 
principles  that  control  the  expansion  of  the  credo  into  the  themes, 
and  then  into  streams,  or  strata,  or  documents,  of  the  tradition. 
p^This  assumption  that  the  credo  is  the  beginning  of  the  growth  of 
(<J\  tradition  is  probably  the  fundamental  error.  The  credos  are  not 
py  points  of  inauguration;  they  are  rather  summaries  of  known  tradi- 
tionyjust  as  the  kerygma  in  the  mouth  of  Peter  and  the  others  in  the 
|  early  chapters  of  the  book  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  is  a  hortatory 
I  summary  of  the  experiences  through  which  they  passed  and  of  which 
1  they  had  been  the  personal  witnesses,  so  the  Old  Testament  credos 
pare  summaries  of  already  existing  larger  complexes  of  traditions. 
v  Similarly  von  Rad’s  creedal  summaries  are  not  only  the  proleptically 
creative  or  magnetic  points  of  an  expanding  tradition,  they  are  also 
retrospective  deductions  from  the  traditions  which  afford  an  antici¬ 
patory  analysis  of  what  came  to  be  its  present  content. 

The  creedal  statements  in  the  credos  and  the  themes  in  the  Penta¬ 
teuch  belong  together,  and  so  far  as  the  credos  go  have  always  be¬ 
longed  together  as  the  mnemonic  or  liturgical  or  catechetical  recol¬ 
lections  of  widely  known,  widely  accepted  complexes  of  tradition. 

R.  E.  Murphy  in  his  review  of  the  first  volume  of  von  Rad’s 
Theology  wisely  remarks:  “Thus  there  is  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
presence  or  absence  of  a  theme  in  the  original  confessional  formula  of 
[Deuteronomy  26:5ff.]  can  carry  the  weight  which  [von  Rad]  at¬ 
taches  to  it.”  5  Other  writers  have  pointed  out  that  von  Rad’s  point 
of  departure,  namely,  Israel’s  confessions  of  faith  illustrated  in  the 
credo,  does  not  permit  the  conclusions  which  he  proceeds  to  draw.6 
B.  Vawter  rightly  points  out:  “One  might  certainly  hope  for  more 
exercise  of  the  control  of  archeology  which  in  the  long  run  may  have 
more  to  say  abouFHe5SteuchaT*history  than  the  reconstruction  of 
what  lies  behind  cult-legends.”  7  Israel  attempts  to  write  and  preserve 
historical  traditions  not  merely  because  of  the  needs  of  cultic  occa¬ 
sions,  but  also  because,  as  Vawter  points  out,  her  gift  for  etiology 
points  to  an  embryonic  historical  sense,  resulting  from  Israelite  in- 

6  Roland  E.  Murphy,  CBQ ,  20  (1958),  p.  259;  cf.  N.  H.  Snaith,  SJT,  19 
(1966),  pp.  352-353;  Walter  Beyerlin,  Origins  and  History  of  the  Oldest  Sinai- 
tic  Traditions,  trans.  S.  Rudman  (Oxford:  Basil  Blackwood,  1965). 

0  Bruce  Vawter,  CBQ,  21  (1959),  pp.  221-223. 

'Ibid.,  p.  222. 
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dividuals  who  enjoyed  the  gift  of  narrative  and  others  who  enjoyed 
the  listening,  and  also  as  consequence  the  Israelite  sense  of  Yah- 
weh's  causality  in  history. 

The  assumption  of  these  and  other  assessments  of  von  Rad's  sepa-  [ 
ration  of  the  Sinai  traditions  from  those  of  the  Exodus  is  that  von  j 
Rad  has  made  out  his  case  that  the  Sinai  traditions  and  the  figure  of  j 
Moses  really  are  absent  from  the  creedal  confessions.  In  turn  these  ( 
scholars  then  proceed  to  justify  the  omission  of  the  Sinai  features,  and 
to  find  compensation  for  that  omission  in  other  factors  and  considera-  l 
tions.8  To  pursue  such  considerations,  and  to  discuss  the  credos  as 
historical  prologues  to  covenant  and  as  the  responses  of  the  people  mT 
such  contexts  (Psalms  78,  105,  106,  135,  136),  would  be  to  be  de¬ 
flected  into  post-von  Radian  studies.  Instead  a  prior  consideration 
must  be  investigated. 

Actually  it  is  not  even  certain  that  Moses  is  absent  from  some  of 
the  credos.  A  comparison  of  the  following  passages  at  the  points 
where  Moses  “ought”  to  appear  is  instructive. 


No  reference  to  Moses 


Reference  to  Moses 


Deuteronomy  26 :8 

And  the  Lord  brought  us  out  of  Egypt 
with  a  mighty  hand  and  an  out¬ 
stretched  arm,  .  .  .  terror,  .  .  .  signs 
.  .  .  wonders.  .  .  . 

Deuteronomy  6:21-22 
.  .  .  brought  us  out  of  Egypt  with  a 
mighty  hand;  and  the  Lord  showed 
signs  and  wonders.  .  .  . 

Psalm  136:11-12 

.  .  .  and  brought  Israel  out  from 
among  them  .  .  .  with  a  strong  hand 
and  an  outstretched  arm.  .  .  . 


Joshua  24:5 

And  I  sent  Moses  and  Aaron,  and  I 
plagued  Egypt  with  what  I  did  in  the 
midst  of  it. 


1  Samuel  12:8 

.  .  .  and  the  Lord  sent  Moses  and 
Aaron,  who  brought  forth  your  fath¬ 
ers  out  of  Egypt.  .  .  . 


a  The  reader  may  be  referred  to  the  very  important  article  by  Herbert  B. 
Huffmon,  “The  Exodus,  Sinai  and  the  Credo/'  CBQ,  27  (1965),  pp.  101-103, 
for  a  brief  resume  of  criticisms  of  von  Rad's  separation  of  the  Exodus  and 
Sinai  themes,  and  for  references  to  the  relevant  literature. 
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So  also 


So  also 


Psalm  78:11 

Miracles  that  he  had  shown  them. 
Psalm  78:12 

Marvels  in  the  land  of  Egypt. 


Psalm  105:26 

He  sent  Moses  his  servant,  and  Aaron 
whom  he  had  chosen. 


Psalm  135:9 
Sent  signs  and  wonders. 


Nehemiah  9:10 
Signs  and  wonders. 


Nehemiah  9:14 

And  a  law  by  Moses  thy  servant. 


— With  the  exception  of  the  Nehemiah  passage,  there  appear  to  be 
!  two  ways  of  describing  events  in  the  Exodus.  In  the  left-hand  col¬ 
umn  there  is  no  reference  to  Moses,  but  there  is  a  reference  to  a 
mighty  hand  or  alternatively  and  in  the  later  passages  to  miracles, 
marvels,  signs,  wonders ;  in  the  right-hand  column  Moses  and  Aaron 
\  appear,  but  there  is  no  reference  to  a  mighty  hand  and  an  outstretched 
I  arm.  There  seems  therefore  to  be  a  prima  facie  case  for  supposing  that  7 
l  “mighty  hand’  and  “outstretched  arm,”  may  refer  to  Moses. 

The  narratives  of  the  book  of  Exodus  tend  to  confirm  this.  In  3 :20, 
“So  I  will  stretch  out  my  hand  and  smite  Egypt  with  all  my  wonders 
which  I  will  do  in  it,”  is  the  preface  to  the  story.  In  7 :4ff.  there  is  a 
similar  reference,  “then  I  will  lay  my  hand  upon  Egypt”  (cf.  6:6). 
These  references  are  general  statements  and  in  their  context  have 
naturally  no  immediate  sequel  or  fulfillment.  Within  the  plague 
stories  themselves  the  threat  of  the  divine  action  is  generally  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  statement  of  its  human  fulfillment;  for  example,  7:17 
reads,  “Thus  says  the  Lord,  'Behold,  I  will  strike  the  water  .  .  .  with 
the  rod  that  is  in  my  hand/”  But  in  7:19,  “And  the  Lord  said  to 
Moses,  'Say  to  Aaron,  “Take  your  rod  and  stretch  out  your  hand 
over  the  waters  of  Egypt,” '  ”  and  in  7 :20,  “He  lifted  up  the  rod  and 
struck  the  water.” 

What  the  Lord  threatens  Moses  and  Aaron  fulfill ;  Exodus  7 :25 
thus  concludes  “after  the  Lord  had  struck  the  Nile.”  Compare  8:2 
with  w.  5-6  (God  threatens  and  Aaron  only  carries  out  the  threat)  ; 
and  8:16  with  17  (cf.  v.  19).  In  the  story  of  the  flies  (8:20-24),  and 
the  plague  on  the  cattle  (9:1-7),  the  Lord  threatens  and  carries  out 
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his  threat.  In  the  plague  of  boils  Moses  and  Aaron  perform  the  act, 
following  the  divine  instructions  (9 :8-12 ;  compare  also  the  darkness 
in  10:21-22,  in  which  Moses  only  acts).  Compare  9:18  with  12-13 
(Moses  only).  Thus  with  the  exception  of  the  flies  and  the  cattle 
plague,  the  threat  of  the  Lord  is  actually  carried  out  by  Moses  and 
Aaron,  or  by  Aaron  or  Moses  separately.  Again,  in  the  song  of 
Moses,  “Thou  didst  stretch  out  thy  right  hand,  the  earth  swallowed 
them”  (15:12)  is  the  poetic  description  of  “Then  Moses  stretched 
out  his  hand  over  the  sea”  (14:21,  26-27). 

Thus  it  may  be  suggested  that  “a  mighty  hand  and  an  outstretched 
arm”  are  the  incognito  of  Moses.  This  is  almost  explicitly  stated  in 
the  words,  “all  the  miracles  which  I  have  put  in  your  power”  (He¬ 
brew,  “your  hand,”  Exodus  4:21;  cf.  Deuteronomy  34:11-12).  It  is 
therefore  by  no  means  certain  that  voii  Rad's  claim  that  Moses  is 
not  mentioned  jn  the  credos  is  spund.  In  the  anonymous  credos*  Deu¬ 
teronomy  26  and  6,  it  is  probable  that  Moses  appears  under  the  in¬ 
cognito  “a  mighty  hand  and  an  outstretched  arm.”  It  thus  seems  that 
in  these  phrases  there  is  an  overlay  of  meaning  and  actualizing  of 
thought,  so  that  the  phrases  themselves  would  suggest  to  the  hearers 
or  readers  the  fulfillment  in  the  work  of  Moses  and  Aaron. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

Von  Rad  set  out  to  write  a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  in  what 
he  claimed  was  the  only  way  in  which  such  a  work  could  be  attempted. 
Both  his  chosen  method  and  the  final  outcome  have  incurred  varying 
degrees  of  criticisms.  The  major  question  in  the  evaluation  of  von 
Rad's  position  is  the  methodology  of  his  theology. 

His  new  methodology  was  the  recognition  and  relevance  of  tra¬ 
ditions.  So  he  set  out  to  describe  the  Old  Testament,  and  thus  de¬ 
fines  his  method :  “Re-telling  [N acherzdhlung]  remains  the  most  legi¬ 
timate  form  of  theological  discourse  on  the  Old  Testament.”  (I,  p. 
121)  9 ;  as  N.  W.  Porteous  remarks:  “The  retelling  is  brilliantly 
done.” 10  This  descriptive  retelling  brought  von  Rad  face  to  face  with 

•Gerhard  von  Rad,  Old  Testament  Theology  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row, 
Publishers,  vol.  1,  1962 ;  vol.  2,  1965) .  All  citations  to  this  book  in  the  text  are 
given  in  parentheses,  roman  numeral  indicating  the  volume  and  arabic  numeral 
the  page. 

“Norman  Porteous,  review  of  von  Rad’s  Theology  in  ET,  74  (1962),  p.  72. 
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what  may  be  described  as  the  intractible  material  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  when  only  a  critical-historical  or  a  religious-theological  method 
is  employed.  As  long  ago  as  1787,  J.  Gabler  tried  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  what  he  called  a  biblical  theology  which  was  intended  to  be  his¬ 
torical  in  design  and  purpose,  and  the  more  formal  dogmatic  theology. 
Successive  scholars  like  Schultz,  Sellin,  Wheeler  Robinson,  and 
Procksch  (to  mention  but  a  few),  devoted  either  separate  sections  or 
even  separate  volumes  to  the  history  of  Israel  on  the  one  hand,  and 
to  Old  Testament  theology  on  the  other. 

;  'Inevitably  then  the  material  characteristic  of  the  Old  Testament 
/  forced  upon  von  Rad  the  distinction  between  secular  and  sacred  his¬ 
tory — between  Historie  and  Heilsgeschichte and  the  proper  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  Old  Testament  requires  adequate  recognition  of  each 
j  type  of  material  and  the  method  of  study  appropriate  for  each.  In- 
!  evitably  any  student  or  expositor  will  incline  to  one  or  other  type 
•  of  material.  The  exposition  or  retelling  of  the  Old  Testament  will 
i  favor  the  divine  strains  of  Scripture  or  be  content  with  the  more 
_  human  story. 

Now  von  Rad  emphasizes  the  importance  of  Historie  and,  as  H. 
Hummel  observes,  “does  anything  but  minimize  in  principle  the 
importance  of  history.”  11  Nevertheless  his  starting  point  in  the 
credos,  his  concern  with  “cultic  memory  and  cultic  celebration,”  his 
resultant  preoccupation  with  Heilsgeschichte,  and  the  fact  that  he 
“was  the  first  to  develop  his  theology  around  the  credo  or  theme 
of  ‘the  mighty  acts  of  God’  ” 12  shows  where  his  perhaps  unconscious 
sympathies  and  certainly  his  eventual  findings  have  their  place.  In¬ 
evitably  criticism  has  been  directed  against  his  presuppositions  and 
conclusions  concerning  the  historical  aspect  of  his  study.  Thus  as  J. 
Muilenburg  points  out:  "No  one  has  really  grappled  with  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  of  a  biblical  theology  so  well  as  he,  but  it  is  precisely  his 
historical  formulations  which  make  his  work  unsatisfactory  to  those 
who  are  more  ‘theologically’  minded.” 18  H.  Hummel  regrets  that 
“von  Rad  often  does  depart  unnecessarily  from  a  literal  reading  of 

“Horace  Hummel,  Dialog,  3  (1964),  p.  76. 

“G.  Ernest  Wright,  “Old  Testament  Scholarship  in  Prospect,”  JBR,  28 
(1960),  pp.  182-193. 

“James  Muilenburg,  “Old  Testament  Scholarship:  Fifty  Years  in  Retro¬ 
spect,”  JBR,  28  (1960),  p.  180. 
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the  Old  Testament.”  14  Or,  again:  “We  feel  against  von  Rad  that 
creative  liturgies  dare  not  take  precedence  over  historical  memory  or 
tradition,  however  important  the  cult  may  have  been  (and  probably 
was)  in  secondarily  shaping  the  tradition  for  liturgical  purposes.”  15 
Hummel  thus  rightly  deplores  von  Rad’s  neglect  of  history  and  ex¬ 
cessive  scepticism,  claiming  that  von  Rad’s  position  would  have  found 
confirmation  and  support  if  only  he  had  been  more  sympathetic  to  the 
reliability  of  the  traditions. 

D.  N.  Freedman  contributes  one  of  the  best  brief  reviews  of  von 
Rad’s  commentary  on  Genesis  in  which  he  makes  the  following  ob¬ 
servations.  It  is  right  to  “question  von  Rad’s  reconstruction  of  the 
history  of  tradition  in  Israel,  and  its  literary  formulation.” 16  Or 
again:  “But  we  contend  that  the  liturgy  of  any  particular  festival  is 
derived  and  adapted  from  the  great  common  body  of  tradition,  al¬ 
ready  fixed  in  its  general  structure  and  content  for  all  Israel,  rather 
than  the  other  way  around.  The  narrative  tradition  of  the  Hexateuch 
is  not  the  by-product  of  cultic  recitation,  but  rather  the  source  of  it. 
Tradition  is  rooted  finally  in  the  chronological  and  historical  experi¬ 
ence  of  Israel  and  its  ancestors,  and  not  in  the  dramatic  reality  of  cul¬ 
tic  celebrations.”  17  N.  W.  Porteous  sums  up  the  position  thus:  “Von 
Rad  seems  to  avoid  facing  up  to  the  problem  of  history.”  18  And  many, 
perhaps  the  majority,  would  agree  with  R.  E.  Murphy  in  his  review 
of  volume  I  of  von  Rad’s  Theology:  “This  reviewer  is  inclined  to 
recognize  more  of  objective  history  in  the  Hcilsgeschichte.”  19 

Recognizing  this  lack  of  historical  sensitivity  in  von  Rad’s  work, 
we  may  nevertheless  say  with  B.  W.  Anderson  that  von  Rad  pre¬ 
sents  us  with  “a  new  methodological  approach  to  the  subject  which 
puts  this  book  in  a  class  by  itself”  among  recent  theologies  of  the  Old 
Testament.20  However  imperfectly  von  Rad  seeks  to  grapple  with 
both  the  human  and  divine  aspects  of  the  Old  Testament,  so  often 

14  Hummel,  loc.  cit. 

* Ibid . 

10  David  Noel  Freedman,  review  in  TT,  20  (1963),  p.  115.  Reprinted  with 
permission  of  Theology  Today. 

17  Ibid. 

18  Porteous,  op.  cit. 

10  Murphy,  op.  cit.,  p.  259. 

20  Bernhard  W.  Anderson,  Interpretation ,  19  (1965),  p.  339. 
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the  study  of  the  Old  Testament  leads  to  an  exclusive  Heilsgeschichte, 
harbinger  of  a  literal  fundamentalism;  or  to  a  skeptical  rejection, 
characteristic  in  varying  degrees  of  so  many  scholars  from  Well- 
hausen  to  Bultmann ;  or  to  a  typological  or  “spiritual”  interpretation, 
recurrent  at  intervals  in  the  history  of  ecclesiastical  interpretation  of 
the  Bible.  In  seeking  to  avoid  a  too-easy  acceptance,  or  a  too-great 
rejection,  or  a  spiritual  bypass  of  the  Old  Testament  traditions,  von 
Rad  seeks  to  pay  due  regard  to  both  Historie  and  Heilsgeschichte ,  to 
history  and  confession,  to  fact  and  faith.  He  is  largely  in  the  position 
of  a  student  of  Christology.  To  study  the  Scriptures  relating  to  the 
doctrine  of  Christ  is  to  be  confronted  with  divine  and  human  ele¬ 
ments  which  cannot  be  fully  resolved  by  Historie  or  by  Heilsgesch¬ 
ichte  in  isolation. 

An  example  will  perhaps  help  to  illustrate  the  problem.  Sooner  or 
later  the  exegete  is  faced  with  the  verse:  “And  the  Word  became 
flesh  and  dwelt  among  us”  (John  1:14).  The  Greek  may  be  given 
a  minimal  rendering  “And  the  Word  was — or  happened — flesh,” 
whereby  the  fact  of  the  event  is  described.  On  the  other  hand  the 
more  customary  rendering  is :  “And  the  Word  became  flesh,”  where¬ 
by,  even  at  the  cost  of  some  over-exegesis,  the  process  of  the  event 
is  mentioned.  Two  further  verses  may  be  cited  in  partial  explanation 
of  each  rendering.  Peter’s  words  in  Acts  2 :22  describe  the  fact  or 
Historie  of  John  1 :14;  “Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  attested  to  you  by 
God  with  mighty  works  and  wonders  and  signs.”  But  Paul’s  words 
in  Colossians  1 :19  attempt  to  describe  the  character  and  process  of 
John  1 :14,  in  brief  the  Heilsgeschichte  of  the  passage :  “For  in  him  all 
the  fullness  of  God  was  pleased  to  dwell.”  Thus  any  exegesis  of  John 
1 :14  must  deal  adequately  with  the  human  and  divine  valuation  of 
Jesus  Christ.  When  Archbishop  Bernard’s  comment  on  the  first  verb 
of  John  1 :14  is  recalled,  then  the  difficulty  of  interpreting  the  verse 
is  apparent:  “To  explain  the  exact  significance  of  'became’  in  this 
sentence  is  beyond  the  powers  of  any  interpreter.” 21  Precisely  the 
same  difficulty  obtains  in  interpreting  the  advent,  theophany,  presence, 
revelatory,  and  redemptive  components  in  the  Old  Testament.  Neither 
a  religious  history  nor  a  systematic  theology  is  separately  adequate  to 

21  John  Henry  Bernard,  A  Critical  and  Exegetical  Commentary  on  the 
Gospel  According  to  St.  John,  vol.  1  (New  York:  Charles  Scribner's  Sons, 
1929),  p.  20. 
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a  Christology  or  to  the  exposition  or  the  retelling  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment. 

To  overemphasize  the  Histone  is  to  incline  to  an  Ebionitic  view; 
to  overemphasize  the  Heilsgeschichte  is  to  incline  to  the  Docetic 
view.  In  seeking  to  interpret  the  Old  Testament  or  Christ,  the  inter¬ 
preter  is  almost  condemned  to  failure  before  he  begins,  tor  hTs  task 
is  to  hold  the  divine  and  human  in  , balance. 

Inevitably  various  writers  have  denied  that  von  Rad's  Theology  is 
properly  so  named.  B,  W.  Anderson  questions  whether  von  Rad  really 
satisfies  the  element  of  logos  in  his  Theology.2*  R.  C.  Dentan 
considers  the  Theology  (volume  II)  to  be  “a  study  in  the  history  of 
traditions"  which  should  be  read  for  its  incidental  contributions, 
rather  than  a  textbook  in  Old  Testament  theology.28  The  validity  of 
the  charge  must  be  admitted,  but  how  else  could  von  Rad  describe 
his  magnum  opus ?  The  same  difficulties  have  been  felt  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  theology  of  Christ.  Only  here  they  have  led  to  a  new 
term,  “Christology."  If  von  Rad  could  have  described  his  work  as  an 
Old  “Testamentology,”  he  could  have  avoided  the  charges  that  he 
had  not  dealt  with  the  nature  of  the  reality  described  in  the  traditions 
(R.  C.  Dentan),  or  that  he  had  failed  to  define  the  framework  or 
structure  of  Israel's  faith  (G.  E.  Wright),  or  its  distinctiveness  in 
the  context  of  other  religions.  In  spite  of  his  title,  then,  and  despite 
his  presuppositions,  and  ^despite  his  neglect  of  history,  von  Rad  has 
produced  a  new,  original,  and  excitmg  approach  to  the  context  of  the 
Old  Testament  which  is  descriptive,  cultically  based,  yet  which  tries 
to  see  all  sides  of  the  Old  Testament  as  a  whole,  which  reflects  the 
Old  Testament  concern^with  Heilsgeschichte  rather  than  with  His¬ 
toric.  ^ 

THE  PROPHETIC  TRADITIONS 

In  the  second  volume  of  his  Old  Testament  Theology  von  Rad  turns 
his  attention  to  the  theology  of  Israel's  prophetic  traditions.24  The 

22  Anderson,  op.  cit.,  pp.  340-341. 

“Robert  C.  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old  Testament  Theology,  rev.  ed.  (New 
York:  1963),  p.  79. 

34  Cf.  e.g.,  G.  Fohrer,  “Tradition  und  Interpretation  im  Alien  Testament,” 
ZAW,  73  (1961),  pp.  1-30;  “Remarks  on  Modem  Interpretations  of  the  Proph¬ 
ets,”  JBL  80  ( 1961 ) ,  pp.  309-319. 
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first  part  of  this  volume  is  devoted  to  questions  familiar  to  those  who 
have  studied  Old  Testament  prophecy.  Those  who  seek  von  Rad’s 
views  on  the  rise  of  prophecy,  the  role  of  oral  tradition  in  prophecy, 
and  various  theological  concepts  relating  to  prophets  and  prophecy, 

\  "need  to  consult  these  seven  general  chapters.  Of  particular  interest 
is  von  Rad’s  analysis  of  the  “call  visions”  of  the  prophets.  In  discuss¬ 
ing  the  office  of  the  nabis  in  relation  to  the  cult,  he  distinguishes 
clearly  between  the  so-called  cultic  prophets  and  the  so-called  writing 
or  canonical  prophets,  for  the  former  are  bitterly  attacked  by  the  lat¬ 
ter.  The  independence  and  radical  character  of  the  major  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  prophets  come  mainly  from  the  fact  that  their  ministries  were 
inaugurated  by  a  definite  “call.”  These  prophets  thus  derived  their 
commission  from  the  circumstances  and  experiences  of  a  particular 
occasion,  and  this  tends  to  exclude  the  holding  of  a  cultic  office  as 
such.  The  records  of  these  “call  visions”  are  numerous,  extending  in¬ 
deed  from  Abram  to  the  apostle  Paul,  and  the  comparison  of  the 
stories  of  how  the  prophets  were  called  is  interesting  and  rewarding. 

'  Von  Rad’s  analysis  reveals  the  following  factors:  (a)  God  di¬ 
rectly,  and  often  abruptly,  calls  the  prophets  to  their  tasks,  (b)  The 
prophets  are  made  responsible  for  certain  tasks,  some  of  which  are 
lifelong,  (c)  The  call  of  the  prophets  is  generally  associated  with 
visions  of  impending  events,  externally  motivated,  and  recorded  in  the 
first  person  singular,  through  which  the  prophet’s  discovery  of  the 
will  of  God  is  made  known. 

—  Under  these  themes  von  Rad  discusses  various  topics  and  his 
discussion  of  ecstasy  and  of  the  psychological  relation  of  Yahweh  to 
the  prophet  are  particularly  noteworthy.  His  analysis  of  the  narra¬ 
tives  of  the  calls  of  Micaiah  ben  Imlah  (1  Kings  22:19ff.),  Isaiah 
(Isaiah  6)  and  Ezekiel  (Ezekiel  1-3)  vividly  and  constructively  illus¬ 
trate  his  methods  of  interpretation.  Von  Rad’s  chapter  on  the  pro¬ 
phetic  calls  is  one  of  the  most  interesting  and  valuable  of  this  second 
volume.  All  serious  students  of  the  prophets  must  have  made  their 
own  analysis.  The  present  writer  offers  his  own  analysis  by  way  of 
supplementation.  For  him  the  distinctive  features  are  similar  to  and 
different  from  those  of  von  Rad.  These  are : 

1.  The  God  who  calls:  God  makes  himself  known  as  El  Shaddai 
for  Abram ;  the  I  AM  for  Moses ;  the  intervener  for  Amos ;  the  Holy 
One  of  Israel  for  Isaiah;  the  wakeful  one  for  Jeremiah;  the  mobile 
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Yahweh  for  Ezekiel;  the  persecuted  Jesus  for  Paul.  A  wealth  of 
theology  may  be  found  in  the  different  portrayals  of  that  one  and  the 
same  God  who  thus  calls  his  servants  to  their  tasks. 

2.  The  man  who  is  called:  When  the  prophetic  personalities  are 
recalled,  their  different  temperaments,  their  various  vocations,  and 
their  different  social  positions,  a  range  of  human  experience  and 
knowledge  is  manifest.  This  theme  also  comprises  all  the  psycho¬ 
logical  questions  involved  in  a  “call”  and  the  reaction  of  the  prophets 
as  they  face  the  divine  confrontation. 

3.  The  task  that  is  assigned:  Von  Rad  makes  much  of  this  and  so 
prevents  the  conclusion  that  the  prophets  all  had  the  same  task.  The 
task  of  each  prophet  needs  to  be  separately  ascertained  in  the  context 
of  the  overall  pattern  of  doom,  or  promise,  or  hope.  Von  Rad  points 
the  way  but  there  is  much  more  to  be  said  than  ever  he  says.  This 
theme  also  comprises  the  social  and  historical  circumstances  of  the 
prophets’  own  times. 

4.  The  people  to  whom  the  prophet  is  sent :  Again  the  answer  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  just  Israel,  but  if  the  question  is  pursued,  then  the  con- 
text  of  each  particular  Israel  of  each  prophet  is  more  keenly  appre¬ 
ciated.  Von  Rad  is  scarcely  concerned  with  this  theme,  but  it  is  this 
theme  which  really  shows  the  aim  of  the  prophetic  commissioning. 

The  prophet  is  tailed,  summoned,  sent,  etc.,  to  correct,  condemn, 
comfort,  deliver,  and  so  on,  the  people  of  God.  In  a  real  sense  the 
concern  of  God  with  the  prophet  is  subordinate  to  God’s  larger  con¬ 
cern  for  the  people.  God  calls  the  prophets  to  serve  his  preoccupation 
with  his  people — wayward,  sinful,  lost,  but  nevertheless  his  people. 

Several  other  minor  features  are  also  present,  but  enough  has 
been  said  to  show  the  value  of  this  particular  chapter  by  von  Rad, 
and  the  interest,  relevance,  and  worth  of  the  question  in  general. 

Part  Two  of  von  Rad’s  second  volume  of  his  Theology  is  con- 
cemed  with  classical  prophecy  and  the  individual  messages  of  Israel’s  ' 
great  prophets.  The  studies  are  uneven  and  this  part  is  less  valuable  j 
than  other  parts.  While  the  reporting  of  the  life  and  books  of  the  j 
prophets  is  objective  and  interesting,  nevertheless  von  Rad  does  noT 
seem  to  have  caught  or  to  have  transmitted  the  moral  passion  which 
informs  the  point  of  view  of  these  prophets.  Older  interpreters  of  the 
prophets  like  K.  Budde,  T.  H.  Robinson,  and  H.  Wheeler  Robinson 
(to  mention  those  of  whom  the  present  writer  has  had  personal  ex- 
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perience)  had  themselves  caught  the  inflection  of  the  ethical  emphases 
of  the  prophets.  Von  Rad  mentions  the  property-owning  class  and 
the  “little  people”  (Amos  5:11;  8:6)  of  Amos’  day,  but  gives  no 
sign  that  he  is  really  aware  of  Amos’  compassionate  concern  for  his 
poverty-stricken  and  deprived  people.  Similarly  chapters  1  and  3  of 
Hosea  are  for  von  Rad  less  biography  than  prophetic  symbolism,  and 
in  this  view  the  real  heart  of  Hosea  is  hidden  from  von  Rad.  Perhaps 
von  Rad's  fundamental  concern  with  the  cultic  ethos  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  has  prevented  him  from  entering  fully  into  the  ethical  dimen¬ 
sions  of  Israel’s  faith  and  the  records  of  the  Old  Testament  itself,  ex¬ 
cept  as  an  observer  and  reporter. 

His  account  of  Isaiah  of  Jerusalem  is  a  particularly  interesting 
example  of  his  exposition  of  the  classical  prophets.  He  rightly  regards 
Isaiah’s  preaching  as  a  high-water  mark,  theologically  speaking,  of 
the  Old  Testament.  Yet  moderation  is  the  chief  characteristic  of  the 
brilliant  insights,  of  the  sweep  of  ideas,  and  of  the  wealth  of  style 
which  his  writings  exhibit.  This  restraint  is  the  chief  clue  to  his  mes¬ 
sage.  Israel’s  obduracy  (Isaiah  6:8)  which  confronts  Isaiah  through¬ 
out  his  ministry  (29:9-14;  30:5ff.)  leads  von  Rad  to  a  useful  if  in¬ 
conclusive  discussion  concerning  the  hardening  of  Israel’s  heart, 
f  Some  claim  that  von  Rad’s  work  suffers  from  a  lack  of  dialogue 
with  other  workers  in  the  same  field.28  Such  a  complaint,  if  well- 
founded  (and  it  is  only  partly  so)  is  really  a  tribute  to  the  originality 
and  singularity  of  von  Rad’s  contribution.  More  often  than  not  ori- 
"gmality  in  Old  Testament  scholarship  is  in  inverse  proportion  to  the 
quantity  of  footnotes  and  the  wealth  of  quoted  judgments,  though 
there  are  of  course  honorable  exceptions.  The  bibliography  of  von 
Rad’s  second  volume  is  very  brief,  though  the  range  of  topics  and 
minor  themes  in  the  text  show  how  well  he  is  versed  in  the  con¬ 
temporary  studies  of  Old  Testament  prophecy. 

Nevertheless  he  has  not  resolved  the  fundamental  dilemma  of 
Isaiah’s  mission,  a  dilemma  which  centers  in  the  elucidation  of  the 
problem  of  Israel’s  hardening  of  heart.28  For  the  solution  of  this 

*Cf.  e.g.,  the  review  by  J.  Barr  in  JSS,  4  (1959),  pp.  286-288,  in  reference 
to  vol.  1  of  von  Rad's  Theology ,  j 

»  Since  von  Rad  refers  by  way  of  introduction  to  the  hardening  of  Pharaoh’s 
heart,  the  writer  may  be  excused  if  he  refers  to  his  own  treatment  of  this 
problem  in  his  commentary  on  Exodus  (London:  Torch  Commentaries,  1967). 
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problem  reference  to  the  two  chapters  on  Isaiah  in  W.  Robertson 
Smith's  The  Prophets  of  Israel  is  indispensable.27  Von  Rad  does  not 
mention  this  work  in  his  bibliography,  and  his  own  chapter  on  Isaiah 
likewise  shows  no  knowledge  of  Smith’s  penetrating  studies.  Indeed, 
Smith’s  work  seems  to  be  increasingly  ignored,  though  in  this  writer’s 
opinion  no  other  scholar  has  ever  explained  more  successfully  than 
W.  Robertson  Smith  the  reasons  why  a  hardened  Israel,  who  was 
totally  condemned,  should  yet  in  Isaiah’s  own  days  have  escaped  de¬ 
struction.  This  problem  is  precisely  the  dilemma  of  Isaiah’s  mission 
and  teaching,  and  von  Rad’s  discussion  of  the  problem  failed  to  solve 
it. 

The  explanation  of  this  failure  is  also  illustrated  by  von  Rad’s  in¬ 
ability  to  attach  to  the  concept  of  the  remnant  the  importance  which 
Isaiah  is  generally  regarded  to  attribute  to  it.  For  Isaiah  the  remnant 
was  not  only  an  idea  but  a  reality  which  he  himself  had  found  that 
God  had  created  out  of  his  own  life,  the  life  of  his  family,  and  prob¬ 
ably  the  life  of  some  of  his  followers  too. 

On  the  other  hand,  von  Rad  excels  in  his  discussion  of  the  sacred 
traditions  which  Isaiah  defended,  namely  the  themes  of  Zion,  of 
David,  and  of  the  Messiah.  Likewise  he  places  us  all  in  his  debt  by 
his  discussions  of  faith  and  of  the  concept  of  Yahweh’s  work,  an 
illustration  of  Isaiah’s  own  independent  coinage. 

A  concluding  chapter  entitled  “The  New  Element  in  Eighth  Cen¬ 
tury  Prophecy”  shows  von  Rad  at  his  best.  His  sympathetic  under¬ 
standing  of  the  essential  loneliness  of  these  great  Israelite  figures,  and 
his  grasp  of  their  revolutionary  view  of  Israel’s  history,  reveal  von 
Rad’s  original  insights  and  modes  of  expression.  In  the  days  of  the 
prophets,  Israel  stood  at  the  end  of  the  old  Heilsgescliichte,  but  the 
prophets  also  understood  that  a  new  salvation  would  follow  on  the 
wake  of  the  judgment  and  thus  pointed  to  a  new  future  for  Israel./ 

Von  Rad’s  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  remains,  as  Barr  says, 
“a  very  powerful  and  valuable  contribution  to  the  subject,”  28  and  in 

27  W.  Robertson  Smith,  The  Prophets  of  Israel  and  Their  Place  in  History 
to  the  Close  of  the  Eighth  Century  b.c.  (London:  Adam  and  Charles  Black, 
1902),  pp.  235-316. 

28  J.  Barr,  op.  cit.,  p.  288.  Barr’s  favorable  remarks  in  this  review  should  be 
borne  in  mind  when  his  article  on  von  Rad’s  Theologie  dcs  Alten  Testaments 
in  ET,  73  (1962),  pp.  142-146  is  considered. 
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fact  it  ranks  among  the  two  or  three  best  books  in  the  field.  Indeed 
the  wise  teacher  will  prescribe  as  basic  reading  the  books  by  Eichrodt 
and  von  Rad  as  illustrating  the  systematic  and  the  traditions-history 
approaches.  Both  writers  and  all  readers  gain  from  the  comparison. 

Within  his  presuppositions,  then,  von  Rad  contributes  his  study. 
He  argues  that  the  Hexateuch  is  full  of  the  theme  of  the  promise  of 
the  land,  but  that  it  was  not  Yahweh  who  originally  promised  it  and 
it  was  not  Israel  to  whom  it  was  first  promised.  Likewise  belonging 
to  the  days  before  Israel  came  into  being,  the  events  of  Sinai,  of  the 
oasis  of  Kadesh,  and  of  the  Red  Sea  shine  out  of  the  prehistorical 
darkness  (I,  p.  8).  But  in  fact  Israel  was  born  in  Canaan,  more  ex¬ 
actly  at  Shechem  (Joshua  24),  and  so  land  and  people,  covenant  and 
cult,  law  and  holy  war,  and  in  turn  kings  and  capitals,  took  their  rise 
and  began  their  course  in  and  from  the  period  of  the  Judges. 

Von  Rad’s  commentaries  on  Genesis  and  Deuteronomy,  and  his 
volumes  of  essays  entitled  Studies  in  Deuteronomy  and  The  Problem 
of  the  Hexateuch  and  Other  Essays  further  illustrate  the  knowledge 
and  themes  which  he  has  brought  to  the  service  of  his  magnum  opus . 
In  turn  however,  these  suffer  from  the  limitations  imposed  by  his 
presuppositions.  His  third  study  in  the  volume  of  essays  on  Deuter¬ 
onomy  just  mentioned  is,  “Deuteronomy’s  ‘Name’  Theology  and  the 
Priestly  Document’s  ‘Kabod’  Theology.”  29  For  von  Rad  Deuteron- 
-,omy  is  the  middle  point  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  its  view  of  the 
communion  between  Yahweh  and  Israel  is  enshrined  in  the  concept 
of  the  place  in  Israel  where  Yahweh  causes  his  name  to  dwell.  This 
Deuteronomic  “name”  theology  is  thus  a  theological  correction  of  the 
old  or  crude  idea  of  the  presence  of  Yahweh  in  an  earlier  Israel  when 
the  presence  was  especially  associated  with  the  Ark. 

On  the  other  hand  the  Priestly  Document  offers  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  conception  according  to  which  the  tent  of  meeting,  the  priestly 
tabernacle,  is  the  meeting  place  or  revelation  point  of  the  glory  of 
Yahweh  manifest  in  cloud  and  fire,  as  well  as  the  place  where  Yahweh 
himself  dwells  (Exodus  29:45). 

These  two  forms  of  the  “presence”  theology  greatly  differ  from  each 
other,  and  accordingly  must  have  had  widely  differing  origins. 

20  For  what  follows  of  von  Rad’s  ideas  see  his  Studies  in  Deuteronomy , 
Studies  in  Biblical  Theology  9,  trans.  David  Stalker  (Chicago:  Henry  Regnery 
Co.,  1953),  pp.  37-44. 
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Though  both  forms  are  the  purified  reintroduction  of  old  cultic  tra¬ 
ditions,  von  Rad  finds  the  provenance  of  Deuteronomy’s  “name” 
theology  in  the  liturgical  occasions  and  institutions  of  the  Israelite 
amphictyony  at  Shechem.  On  the  other  hand  he  searches  in  vain  for 
the  hinterland  of  the  glory-mercy  seat  theology  of  the  priestly  writers 
and  also  of  Ezekiel.  Not  only  is  the  priestly  theology  of  this  theme 
complicated  by  the  probably  alien  traditions  of  the  tent,  but  the  tent 
traditions  of  Exodus  33 :7ff. ;  Numbers  1 1 :24ff. ;  Deuteronomy  31 :14f. 
do  not  fit  in  with  the  dwelling  conception  of  the  priestly  theology. 
Von  Rad’s  essay  is  then  given  over  to  surmise  and  to  various  sug¬ 
gestions  as  to  the  possible  provenance  of  these  widespread,  fascin¬ 
ating,  and  puzzling  accounts  of  the  theology  of  the  presence  of  Yah- 
weh  in  Israel. 

...  ^ 
His  presuppositions  concerning  the  Canaanite  origin  of  Israel 

have  of  course  blinded  him  to  what  is  probably  the  true  answer,  and 
what  may  fairly  be  claimed  to  be  the  biblical  answers.  Behind  both 
forms  of  the  “presence”  theology  must  lie  the  original  discovery  and 
experience  of  the  idea,  and  for  many  this  origin  lies  in  the  personal 
experience  of  Moses.  Von  Rad  claims  that  the  tradition  shows  that 
Deuteronomy  was  revealed  to  Moses  and  Israel  on  the  mountain 
(e.g.,  Deuteronomy  4:10),  whereas  the  priestly  traditions  show  that 
the  “mercy  seat  of  the  Ark  is  now  the  most  holy  place,  in  which  the 
mysterious  meeting  of  Jahweh  with  Moses  takes  place,  and  out  of 
which  Jahweh  speaks  to  Moses  when  he  has  appeared  in  the 
Kabod.” 80  So  either  we  have  to  assume  that  the  figure  of  Moses  is 
an  extensive  interpolation  into  two  traditions  of  widely  different 
origins,  or  else  alternatively  believe  that  the  presence  of  Moses  in 
both  traditions  is  part  of  the  tradition.  Again  the  weight  of  the  tra¬ 
ditions  seems  to  be  more  convincing  than  the  reconstructions  thus 
presented. 

In  this  same  volume  of  Studies  in  Deuteronomy,  von  Rad  reverts 
in  the  fourth  chapter81  to  one  of  his  favorite  themes,  namely,  the 
Holy  War.  In  these  pages  he  offers  a  brief  .outline  of  the  features 
which  are  characteristic  of  the  Holy  War.  As  its  name  implies,  the 
leading  and  indeed  sole  agent  was  Yahweh.  He  determined  whether 
and  how  the  people  should  go  to  war,  how  the  course  of  the  struggle 

“  Ibid.,  p.  41. 
a  Ibid.,  pp.  4S-59. 
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should  proceed,  and  how  it  should  end.  Yahweh  gave  the  oracle,  was 
present  with  the  army,  and  finally  dispatched  that  "numinous  panic” 
which  completed  the  enemies’  discomfiture.  For  their  part  the  people 
consulted  Yahweh,  relied  on  him,  blew  their  trumpets,  proclaimed  the 
certainty  of  their  victory,  consecrated  themselves,  submitted  them¬ 
selves  in  confidence  and  if  necessary  in  numerical  weakness  to  Yah¬ 
weh,  and  regarded  all  booty  as  “under  the  ban,”  that  is,  at  Yahweh’s 
disposal  and  not  theirs  to  keep,  j 

For  von  Rad  the  Holy  War  was  not  properly  a  desert  institution, 
r  for  it  belonged  essentially  to  the  period  of  Israel’s  amphictyony  in  the 
days  of  the  Judges.  ^He  even  goes  so  far  as  to  suggest :  “Perhaps  it 
was  in  the  Holy  War  even  more  than  the  Covenant  Festival  at 
Shechem  that  ancient  Israel  really  first  entered  into  her  grand 
form.”  ~JHe  is  likewise  inclined  to  the  view  that  “the  biblical  demand 
for  faith  has  its  proper  origin  here  in  the  Holy  War  of  ancient  Is¬ 
rael.”  88 

As  so  often,  von  Rad’s  title  and  treatment  of  the  theme  are  here 
also  highly  original  and  helpful.  But  as  so  often  his  presuppositions 
impose  their  limits;  here  it  is  immediately  obvious  that  faith  does 
not  exclusively  originate  in  the  conditions  of  war. 

Of  course  the  ancient  traditions  of  the  Holy  War  persist  in  Israel’s 
history  and  reappear  in  a  quasi-codified  form  in  the  laws  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy.  But  in  Deuteronomy  the  “laws”  of  the  Holy  War  have  not 
merely  been  preserved  and  reissued,  they  have  also  been  reinterpreted 
in  the  terms  of  the  Deuteronomic  theology  and  so  made  useful  and 
applicable  to  the  military  conditions  in  the  Southern  Kingdom  in 
the  seventh  century  b.c. 

This  homiletical  revision  of  old  cultic  material,  including  the 
preached  law,84  and  the  martial  tone  of  so  much  of  the  book  pose  the 
problem  and  provide  the  solution  of  the  provenance  of  Deuteronomy. 
These  clues  lead  von  Rad 85  to  consider  the  events  relative  to  the  depo¬ 
sition  of  Athaliah  and  the  coronation  of  Joash  (2  Kings  11),  to  the 
reign  and  reforms  of  King  Josiah  (2  Kings  22f.),  and  especially  to 
the  part  played  by  “the  people  of  the  land”  in  both  incidents.  Then 

63  Ibid.,  p.  45. 

85  Ibid.,  p.  48. 

“Ibid.,  p.  16. 

35  Ibid.,  pp.  60-69. 
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he  finally  concludes  that  the  provenance  of  Deuteronomy  is  to  be  j 
found  in  the  activity  of  the  country  Levites  and  in  the  new  revival 
of  military  spirit  among  the  free  peasant  population  of  the  land.  VonJ 
Rad  is  only  able  to  achieve  and  defend  this  view  by  ignoring  and  in¬ 
deed  explicitly  denying  86  any  specific  deposits  from  the  prophets  in 
this  connection  in  the  book.  He  of  course  does  not  deny  the  prophetic 
atmosphere  of  the  book,  but  he  attributes  this  to  Deuteronomy’s  emer¬ 
gence  in  the  prophetic  centuries  when  the  prophetic  trend  and  influ¬ 
ence  could  not  have  been  avoided. 

Valuable  and  compelling  as  is  his  thesis,  it  by  no  means  takes  ac¬ 
count  of  all  the  contents  of  Deuteronomy.  Take,  for  example,  what 
may  be  conveniently  described  as  the  “crossing”  theme  of  Deuter¬ 
onomy  and  the  principle  ideas  associated  with  that  theme.  Space 
does  not  permit  a  description  of  the  varied  terminology  describing 
Israel’s  entry  into  Canaan.  The  forms,  the  ideas  (explicit  and  im¬ 
plicit),  and  the  dispersion  of  this  varied  terminology  in  the  book  re¬ 
veal  its  prominence  and  importance  but  also  lead,  notably  in  Deuter¬ 
onomy  8  and  10,  to  an  evaluation  of  the  settlement  in  Canaan  in 
terms  of  Israel’s  theistic  faith.  These  evaluations  have  the  literary 
character  of  anticipatory  warnings  and  promises ;  they  are  a  prospect 
from  Moab.  In  actual  fact  the  evaluations  are  restrospective,  and  the 
prospective  literary  form  conveys  Israel’s  judgments  on  her  experi¬ 
ences  in  Canaan.  The  promises  and  threats  of  the  literary  form  thus 
present  the  approval  and  condemnation  of  a  later  Israel  after  several 
centuries  of  residence  in  the  land. 

Further,  the  evaluations  or,  as  almost  could  be  said,  the  philosophy, 
of  the  settlement  in  chapters  8  and  10  of  Deuteronomy  are  reminis¬ 
cent  of  the  evaluations  in  Hosea,  especially  chapter  2  and  significantly 
verse  8, 87  and  again  in  Isaiah  28:25-29,  and  so  could  properly  be 
described  as  originating  in  prophetic  circles  of  thought.  In  spite  of  J 
the  scope  of  the  second  volume  of  his  Theology,  it  may  not  unrea-  i 
sonably  be  claimed  that  von  Rad  has  not  plumbed  the  significance  of  j 

prophecy  in  the  Old  Testament  as  deeply  as  its  cultic  ethos  and  con-  j 

I 

30  Ibid.,  p.  69. 

37  Von  Rad  quotes  this  very  passage  as  illustrating  Israeli  courage  in  going 
out  into  the  secular  world  for  theological  reasons.  Rather  the  verse  illustrates 
the  prophetic  demand  to  include  the  secular  within  the  theistic,  the  sociological 
within  the  theological. 
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tribution.  His  treatment  of  Deuteronomy  has  failed  to  grapple  with 
the  sociological  significance  of  the  settlement,  as  distinct  from  its 
cultic  and  theological  significance.  This  sociological  significance,  illus¬ 
trated  so  clearly  in  Deuteronomy  8  and  10,  is  an  important  part  of 
the  prophetical  deposit  in  Deuteronomy. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE 

OLD  TESTAMENT  AND  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 

Von  Rad  entitles  part  three  of  his  second  volume,  and  the  con¬ 
cluding  portion  of  his  Theology ,  “The  Old  Testament  and  the  New,” 
and  devotes  the  five  chapters  in  this  part  to  the  question  of  the  rela¬ 
tion  of  the  two  Testaments.  Again,  our  author  places  us  all  in  his 
debt  with  a  discussion  which  is  notable  and  embryonic.  The  Old 
Testament  reveals  in  its  pages  and  parts  an  ever-widening  expecta¬ 
tion  which  is  ever  forward-looking.  This  is  seen  in  the  continuing 
adaptation  of  the  traditions,  and  indeed  their  transformation,  so  that 
these  become  relevant  to  and  interpretative  of  the  situations  in  which 
Israel  successively  found  herself.  Along  such  avenues  we  may  make 
the  transition  from  the  Old  Testament  to  the  New  Testament.  The 
two  Testaments  thus  are  not  merely  linked  to  each  other,  but  belong 
to  each  other  in  terms  of  preparation  and  realization,  of  prediction 
and  manifestation,  and  of  promise  and  fulfillment. 

Throughout  the  hundred  pages  devoted  to  these  considerations 
von  Rad  employs  various  general  terms  to  describe  the  link  between, 
or  the  belongingness  of,  the  two  Testaments.  The  terms  are  given  no 
systematic  treatment  but  probably  represent  the  emergence  of  images 
“on  the  boil”  as  he  is  caught  up  by  the  excitement  of  the  climax  of 
HTs  work.  Thus  he  speaks  of  what  is  virtually  a  broad  correspondence 
between  the  two  Testaments,  and  he  bases  this  on  the  “list  of  theo¬ 
logical  themes  taken  from  the  Old  Testament  which  Paul  enumerates 
in  Romans  9:4-5”  (II,  p.  337 ;  cf.  II,  p.  358).  Such  a  correspondence 
inevitably  includes  a  continuation  which  itself  involves  an  adaptation 
and  an  “enhancement”  (II,  p.  329).  The  likeness  between  the  Testa¬ 
ments  is  thus  compounded  of  an  actualization  and  indeed  an  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  the  first  in  the  second  Testament,  and  not  merely  in  the  Old 
Testament  supply  of  ideas  or  even  “whole  catenas  of  statements”  (II, 
p.  352).  The  language,  the  living  concepts,  even  the  restless  life  of  the 
L  first  g°es  on  into  the  second  Testament. 
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Anyone  who  is  interested  in  the  Old  Testament  as  part  and  parcel 
of  Holy  Writ,  and  not  merely  for  anthropological  or  antiquarian 
reasons,  cannot  fail  to  be  interested  and  excited  by  these  pages.  As 
we  study  the  Old  Testament  “as  a  divine  revelation  which  was  the 
precursor  of  Christ's  advent,  and  was  full  of  pointers  toward  the  com¬ 
ing  of  the  Lord"  (II,  p.  329),  the  need  and  desire  will  be  to  go  further 
along  the  way  von  Rad  pointed  out.  Each  interpreter  will  have  his 
own  predilections  and  will  seek  to  make  his  own  way.  So  among  other 
things  one  may  ask,  for  example:  How  far  does  A.  R.  Johnson's  The 
One  and  the  Many  in  the  Israelite  Conception  of  God  take  us  towards 
the  Christian  doctrine  of  the  Trinity?  38  Again,  how  far  does  Peder¬ 
sen's  account  of  Israelite  blessing  take  us  towards  the  content  of  the 
idea  of  the  Incarnation?  39  Again,  how  far  is  it  between  the  panim  of 
Yahweh  and  the  Person  of  Christ?  Jesus  was  a  Jew.  Is  this  statement 
merely  an  ethnic  comment  or  is  there  any  meaning  in  the  question : 
Was  Israel  the  womb  of  Christ  ? 

Others  will  ask  other  questions,  but  all  will  gladly  acknowledge 
the  stature,  the  influence,  and  the  contribution  of  this  very  great 
scholar  and  interpreter  of  the  Old  Testament.  For  myself,  I  must 
add  that  I  find  his  words  and  his  thoughts  yield  an  implication  be¬ 
yond  themselves.  There  always  appears  to  be  an  extra  band  of  mean¬ 
ing  in  his  paragraphs,  an  implicit  dimension  of  extended  meaning  in 
his  exposition,  and  an  embryonic  potential  in  his  utterance.  We  are 
all  indebted  to  him  for  this  no  less  than  for  the  words,  the  concepts, 
and  the  themes  of  his  thought. 

The  foregoing  essay  is  an  attempt  by  a  British  student  of  the  Old 
Testament  to  evaluate  the  theology  of  a  great  German  expositor  and 
scholar  of  the  Old  Testament  for  an  American  volume  devoted  to  the 
Old  Testament.  These  facts  prompt  some  concluding  generalized  re¬ 
marks,  cautious  in  character  and  beneficial  in  intention. 

Von  Rad  is  no  exception  to  what  appears  to  be  widely  accepted  in 
circles  in  the  U.S.A.  devoted  to  the  study  of  the  Old  Testament — that 
it  is  nearly  always  German  Old  Testament  scholarship  which  achieves 
new  breakthroughs  and  opens  up  new  prospects  and  avenues  for  the 

w  Aubrey  R.  Johnson,  The  One  and  the  Many  in  the  Israelite  Conception  of 
God  (Cardiff:  University  of  Wales  Press,  1961). 

“Johannes  Pedersen,  Israel:  Its  Life  and  Culture ,  vols.  1-2  (London:  Oxford 
University  Press,  1926),  pp.  182-212. 
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pursuit  of  the  study.  British  scholarship,  with  honorable  exceptions 
in  terms  of  men,  movements,  and  ideas,  has  not  as  a  rule  generated 
new  trends  and  dimensions  in  Old  Testament  study.  Neither — and 
again  with  memorable  exceptions — it  may  respectfully  be  pointed 
out,  has  American  Old  Testament  scholarship  done  so.  Very  broadly 
speaking  the  role  of  German  scholarship,  now  reinforced  by  Scandi¬ 
navian  scholars,  has  been  discovery;  British  scholarship,  discrimina¬ 
tion;  and  American  scholarship,  dissemination.  We  are  all  grateful 
for  German  leads  in  Pentateuchal  study,  in  Form  Criticism,  in  the 
rediscovery  of  prophecy,  and  now  more  recently  of  cult.  But  true  to 
Germanic  form,  these  hypotheses  have  often  led  to  extreme  and  unac¬ 
ceptable  results.  This  consequence  is  the  price  of  the  union  of  dis¬ 
coveries  with  the  light  of  new  presuppositions.  The  assessment  of 
new  hypotheses,  the  withdrawal  from  extremes,  and  the  evaluation 
of  presuppositions  has  lain  outside  Germany  and  has  been  notably 
accomplished  by  British  and  Scandinavian  scholars.  In  the  vast  multi¬ 
plication  of  biblical  students  and  scholars  in  the  U.S.A.,  many  have 
fallen  victim  to  the  glamor  of  the  new  in  German  scholarship  and 
failed  to  appreciate  the  work  of  appraisal  in  other  places.  Many 
will  challenge,  and  rightly,  the  full  accuracy  of  the  foregoing  ob¬ 
servations,  but  after  forty  years  of  studying,  teaching,  and  especially 
of  meditating  on  Old  Testament  scholarship,  these  are  my  impres¬ 
sions  and  I  offer  them  for  what  they  are  worth.  In  the  Germanic  role 
of  discovery  and  initiative,  von  Rad  will  ever  have  a  deserved  and 
lasting  place.  On  that,  general  agreement  is  possible. 
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Otto  Procksch 
Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 


by  John  N.  Schofield 


Otto  Procksch  was  born  in  Eisenberg,  Germany,  in  1874.  In  1906  he  became 
an  ausserordentlicher  professor  at  Greifswald,  and  in  1909  was  promoted  to 
ordentlicher  professor .  He  held  this  position  until  1925,  when  he  moved  to  a 
similar  chair  at  Erlangen.  He  died  in  1947 . 


Otto  Procksch  was  a  scholar  with  wide-ranging  interests.  He 
wrote  on  blood  revenge  among  pre-Islamic  Arabs,  historical  tradi¬ 
tion  in  the  preexilic  prophets,  the  history  of  the  Septuagint,  the  sagas 
in  the  Elohist  tradition,  and  commentaries  on  various  Old  Testament 
books.  But  the  harvest  of  his  lifework  is  gathered  into  his  magnum 
opus  on  Old  Testament  theology.  Anyone  reading  the  book  in  the 
light  of  modern  developments  in  Old  Testament  studies  is  amazed  by 
his  seminal  mind  and  his  influence — particularly  on  his  pupils.  A.  Alt 
and  G.  von  Rad  edited  the  book,  assisted  by  O.  Grether  and  V. 
Ebeling;  W.  Eichrodt,  another  of  his  pupils,  used  his  arrangement  of 
material  for  Old  Testament  theology.  As  the  work  is  not  translated, 
much  of  this  essay  is  devoted  to  a  summary  of  his  theology. 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

Procksch’s  great  work  on  theology  was  published  posthumously 
in  1950.1  It  is  a  massive  book  of  787  pages.  After  an  introduction 
(pp.  1-47),  Procksch  first  traces  the  history  of  Israel’s  religion 

1Otto  Procksch,  Theologie  des  Alien  Testaments  (Giitersloh:  1949). 
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chronologically  from  the  patriarchal  to  the  apocalyptic  period  (pp.  48- 
419),  and  then  deals  at  length  with  systematic  theology  (pp.  420-715). 
The  fact  that  he  continually  bases  his  writing  on  the  text  is  shown  by 
the  extensive  index  of  biblical  references  that  concludes  the  work 
(pp.  715-756). 

Procksch’s  aim  in  the  separate  treatments  of  the  history  of  Israel’s 
religion  and  of  its  theology  is  to  present  longitudinal  and  transverse 
sections.  In  the  former  treatment  we  watch  Israel’s  faith  springing  up 
in  individuals  and  through  events  at  such  crucial  points  as  the  old 
prophetic  period,  the  monarchy,  and  the  time  of  the  church-state, 
and  we  trace  its  development  toward  a  goal.  There  are  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  many  new  and  penetrating  insights  into  Old  Testament  religion 
which  would  repay  research,  but  which  cannot  be  dealt  with  in  this 
essay.  In  the  latter  treatment  we  watch  the  spread  and  interaction 
of  the  great  theological  themes  on  different  planes,  such  as  prophetic 
thought,  the  cult,  attitude  to  the  world  and  history.  But  through¬ 
out  the  Old  Testament  the  central  thought  is  the  relation  of  history 
to  God.  So  by  moving  onward  from  God’s  relation  with  the  universe 
to  his  relation  with  Israel  and  finally  with  individual  Israelites,  we 
obtain  three  great  thought  circles :  God  and  the  world,  God  and  the 
people,  God  and  man. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

The  formative  period  of  Procksch’s  life  was  dominated  by  the  ap¬ 
proach  popularized  by  Wellhausen.  In  general  outline  he  accepted 
the  documentary  hypothesis  put  forth  by  Wellhausen,  but  not  his 
dating,  either  of  the  sources  or  of  the  decalogue ;  nor  does  he  accept 
his  evolutionary  view  of  progressive  revelation.  Procksch  believed 
that  the  Bible  requires  a  theology  of  history  which  is  teleological  and 
eschatological.  But  his  own  independent  attitude  stressed  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  personal  religious  experience  and  relationship  to  Jesus  Christ. 
Whatever  the  outcome  of  modem  research,  to  him  it  is  clear  that  the 
Old  Testament  writers  treated  the  great  figures  of  the  story  as  his¬ 
torical,  and  an  Old  Testament  theology  should  not  waste  time  dis¬ 
cussing  the  problem.  Of  Abraham,  Procksch  says  that  though  his 
figure  is  veiled  by  saga  it  is  quite  distinct  from  myth;  his  story  has 
a  valuable  historical  kernel  and  a  spiritual  impress  has  been  pre¬ 
served  in  the  tradition. 
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Procksch  cannot  agree  with  the  historian  who,  writing  a  history  of 
Old  Testament  religion,  treats  it  “objectively”  as  part  of  a  series  of 
histories  of  religions,  without  asking  questions  about  the  Originator 
and  the  personal  elements  of  the  biblical  world-faith.  The  biblical 
theologian  must  recognize  the  fact  of  direct  revelation  to  the  prophet 
in  word  or  vision  as  distinct  from  manifestations  in  natural  and  his¬ 
torical  events,  or  through  the  prophet  to  men.  The  historian  of  re¬ 
ligion  deals  only  with  manifestation  and  so  sees  only  a  difference  in 
value  and  not  a  real  difference  between  biblical  and  nonbiblical  reli¬ 
gions.  Procksch  illustrates  the  meaning  of  the  two  words  by  refer¬ 
ence  to  Romans  1:17  and  3:21.  In  the  gospel  the  righteousness  of 
God  is  revealed  through  faith  for  faith  (1:17).  But  now  the  righ¬ 
teousness  of  God  has  been  manifested  apart  from  the  law,  although 
the  law  and  the  prophets  bear  witness  to  it ;  it  is  manifested  through 
faith  in  Jesus  Christ  (as  indirect;  3:21).  Like  Paul,  Procksch 
stresses  the  importance  of  faith  in  the  apprehension  of  this  mani¬ 
festation  and  also  the  share  which  the  theologian's  own  faith  has  in 
the  form  which  faith  has  taken  in  history.  Procksch  knew  that  his 
own  faith  had  been  shaped  by  the  figures  and  events  of  the  faith- 
history— especially  Christ,  but  also  Abraham,  Paul,  Luther — each 
made  his  own  characteristic  contribution;  if  Abraham  or  Moses  had 
to  be  given  up  as  a  historical  figure,  his  own  Christianity  would  not 
be  destroyed  but  would  be  modified  in  a  decisive  point;  and  in  the 
same  way  contact  with  a  new  figure  of  faith  could  enrich  his  own 
faith.  Despite  the  references  in  Dentan,2  in  this  work  it  certainly  does 
not  appear  that  Procksch  regards  “faith”  as  a  separate  organ  of  per¬ 
ception.  He  believes  rather,  that  for  the  Christian  the  only  approach 
to  any  problem  must  be  from  the  standpoint  of  his  faith.  Similarly 
he  does  not  suggest  that  only  a  sectarian,  not  a  general  Christian, 
theology  of  the  Old  Testament  is  possible,  but  only  that  every  ap¬ 
proach  is  inevitably  conditioned  by  the  theologian's  church  allegiance 
and  environment  in  which  he  has  found  his  relationship  with  Christ. 

CONTENTS  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

Procksch's  twofold  arrangement  of  his  material — religious  and 
theological — causes  much  repetition  but  in  effect  this  is  a  good  fault, 

*  Robert  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old  Testament  Theology,  rev.  ed.  (New  York: 
The  Seabury  Press,  1963),  pp.  73-74. 


96*  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 

because  theological  ideas  are  seen  in  different  lights.  Both  sections 
are  really  complementary.  Though  the  movement  of  history  can  be 
traced,  there  can  be  no  development  in  God’s  revelation  or  mani¬ 
festation,  only  what  is  now  called  Lichtungsgeschichte — a  similar  pat¬ 
tern  at  various  successive  crises  in  the  history  of  Israel’s  religion. 
Although  his  vocabulary  is  (fortunately!)  not  the  same  as  is  used 
in  many  more  modern  Old  Testament  studies,  his  ideas  provide  the 
point  of  departure  for  later  studies. 

GOD  AND  THE  WORLD 

In  the  first  section  of  his  work  Procksch  discusses  revelation,  crea¬ 
tion,  and  world-picture.  Believing  that  the  whole  Old  Testament  is 
theocratic,  he  begins  with  God’s  revelation  of  himself,  through 
angel  or  messenger,  through  the  peculiar  Hebrew  thought  of  his 
Glory,  through  all  life,  and  finally  through  his  Name.  That  the  angel 
has  a  human  form  is  important,  because  this  excludes  the  demonism  of 
Egyptian  animal  representation  and  allows  the  thought  of  an  in¬ 
visible  God  taking  the  form  of  a  man,  so  giving  a  clear  mental  pic¬ 
ture  of  God.  Yet  there  is  often  no  distinction  between  God  and  angel 
in  these  visitations,  but  because  the  angel  is  regarded  as  a  vision,  there 
is  no  danger  of  a  material  representation  of  God.  Balaam’s  eyes  have 
to  be  opened  to  perceive  the  angel  (Numbers  22:31).  Revelation 
through  angels  enabled  the  Hebrews  to  think  of  the  presence  of  God 
away  from  cult  places — Yahweh  may  dwell  in  holy  places  or  on 
Mount  Sinai,  but  the  angel  can  appear  to  guide  men  far  from  any 
cult  center.  In  general,  the  humanity  of  the  angel  emphasizes  the 
friendly,  merciful  character  of  God. 

The  Sinai  theophany  revealed  a  more  grandiose  and  majestic  pic¬ 
ture  of  God — his  glory — as  free  light  seen  through  clouds,  formless, 
invisible,  immanent  and  omnipresent,  filling  all  the  earth.  The  God  of 
Isaiah’s  revelation  (Isaiah  6)  is  particularly  linked  with  the  sanctu¬ 
ary  and  probably  with  the  Ark,  but  is  throned  above  the  heavens  and 
outside  space.  The  glory  of  God  is  not  an  abstraction  but  a  revelatory 
appearance,  and  Ezekiel  can  ascribe  to  it  a  human  form. 

The  paradox  of  Hebrew  thought  is  that  God  is  revealed  in  every¬ 
thing,  working  in  time  and  space  yet  not  limited  to  either.  Both  Amos 
(9 :2ff )  and  Psalm  139  stress  his  omnipresence.  He  is  also  known  as 
God  of  Eternity  (El  'olarnj  Genesis  21 :33),  a  name  which  appears  in 
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the  cult  at  Beersheba  and  must  be  regarded  as  a  historical  element  in 
the  Abraham  saga  and  which  is  the  kernel  of  the  patriarchal  faith. 
This  name  asserts  that  God  is  not  bound  to  time  or  space  but  is.  He 
is  hidden  and  without  beginning  or  end.  Both  meanings  are  found  in 
Second  Isaiah,  and  are  fundamental  to  Old  Testament  theology.  For 
Procksch  the  basic  element  in  El,  as  in  our  word  “religion,”  is  “bind¬ 
ing,”  duty  being  at  the  heart  of  religion. 

God  became  more  comprehensible  to  Israel  through  his  self-revela¬ 
tion  of  his  personal  name,  Yahweh.  Procksch  begins  from  the  state¬ 
ment  (Exodus  3 :6)  that  Yahweh  was  the  God  of  Moses'  father,  and 
thinks  that  he  was  known  by  this  name  to  Levi  and  Judah  of  the 
Leah-Israel  tribes,  and  possibly  worshiped  by  the  Israel  amphictyony 
at  Shechem.  Moses  made  Yahweh  known  as  God  to  the  Rachel-Jacob 
tribes  coming  out  of  Egypt,  and  introduced  the  name  as  a  palladium 
for  all  Israel.  Yahweh  became  known  as  God  of  Israel  rather  than 
of  Jacob,  probably  because  Moses  himself  belonged  to  the  Leah-Israel 
group.  This  personal  name  expressed  the  essence  of  his  divinity  as 
“being,”  as  “existing” ;  it  guaranteed  monotheism,  avoided  abstrac¬ 
tions,  and  united  under  one  name  the  God  worshiped  at  Shechem 
by  the  Leah-Israel  group  from  which  Moses  derived,  and  the  God 
of  the  Rachel-Jacob  group  at  Beersheba.  This  one  and  the  same  God 
met  Moses  in  the  wilderness  away  from  cult  and  tribal  links ;  though 
the  God  of  the  Levites  at  Kadesh,  he  remained  free  from  limitations 
of  cult  and  tribe,  and  he  became  the  warlike  God  accompanying  and 
fighting  for  his  people.  It  is  significant,  however,  that  God's  solemn 
proclamation  prefaced  by  the  repetition  of  his  name  (Exodus  34 :6-7) 
retains  the  early,  friendly  concept  of  mercy  and  the  choice  of  Israel. 
When  “made  to  dwell”  in  cult  place  or  ark,  the  name  expressed  a 
more  spiritual  presence  of  the  deity  than  any  bodily  form,  and  by  the 
use  of  this  phrase  the  tension  between  prophet  and  priest  could  be 
resolved. 

creation  is  considered  as  “wonder.”  God  and  the  world  are  dis¬ 
tinct  from  each  other,  and  the  story  of  creation  refutes  myths  of  a 
god  and  world  derived  one  from  the  other;  God  and  world  are  differ¬ 
ent  regions  of  being.  The  Hebrew  verb  “create”  as  used  in  Genesis 
and  by  Second  Isaiah  always  emphasizes  the  miraculous  wonder  of 
God's  actions.  Wonderful  creations  emerge  in  human  history  as 
ordinary  events  though  beyond  man's  understanding;  heaven  and 
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earth,  life,  man,  Israel,  and  the  new  age  of  Cyrus  are  all  wonderful 
creations.  That  they  exist  at  all  is  wonderful.  The  Old  Testament 
knows  nothing  of  natural  laws  or  law  of  history,  but  only  of  portents 
and  signs  proclaiming  absolute  divine  freedom. 

“Spirit,”  “word,”  “wisdom”  are  all  used  to  express  divine  elements 
present  at  creation.  “Spirit”  expresses  the  principle  of  divine  life 
working  invisibly,  irresistibly,  like  the  wind,  omnipresent.  Because 
control  by  the  Spirit  could  give  rise  to  enthusiasm  and  fanaticism, 
the  growth  of  Law  tended  to  suppress  spirit-control.  Many  of  the 
great  writing  prophets  derived  their  mission  from  inspiration  by  the 
Word,  rather  than  the  Spirit,  of  God,  but  Word  and  Spirit  continued 
to  be  used  for  the  living  presence  of  God,  an  inner  driving  force 
binding  his  people  to  him  in  a  spiritual  rather  than  a  cultic  fellow¬ 
ship. 

“Word”  is  the  intelligible  element  in  creation.  Every  word  has 
meaning  and  power.  God’s  Word  is  revelation  in  both  law  and  the 
prophets,  who  give  form  to  the  divine  voice.  “Wisdom”  was  ori¬ 
ginally  a  worldly  idea,  but  by  the  time  of  Solomon  (in  J)  it  had 
moral  content  and  thus  was  linked  with  the  divine  world.  It  is  a  gift 
of  God  to  man,  in  whom  it  appears  as  piety — the  fear  of  the  Lord.  In 
Job  and  Proverbs  there  is  a  tendency  to  regard  Wisdom  as  an  inde¬ 
pendent  being  who  teaches  the  worldly  man,  warns  fools,  and  gives 
to  man  abundance  of  life.  The  first  of  God’s  creation,  she  is  the 
mediator  between  God  and  creation. 

In  the  Hebrew  world-picture  are  heaven,  earth,  and  underworld. 
“Heaven”  may  be  thought  of  as  an  inverted  bowl  cut  off  by  the  hori¬ 
zon,  or  as  a  stretched-out  tent ;  and  God,  thought  of  as  dwelling  inside 
the  bowl  but  above  the  earth,  comes  down  to  Sinai.  We  might  say, 
“He  stretches  out  the  North  Pole  above  the  waste  places,  hanging 
the  earth  in  space”  (Job  26:7).  God’s  distance  is  exalted  by  the 
idea  of  the  heaven  of  heavens — the  invisible  heaven  above  the  visible 
one. 

“Earth”  consists  of  nature  and  man,  both  having  meaning  only  in 
God.  Procksch  thinks  that  in  Genesis  1  there  are  two  parallel  groups 
of  three  days,  with  light  on  the  first  and  fourth;  water,  firmament, 
and  their  creatures  on  the  second  and  fifth;  dry  land  and  its  crea¬ 
tures  on  the  third  and  sixth.  The  creation  of  the  sabbath  comes  in 
later,  from  the  Decalogue.  The  Hebrew  idea  of  the  origin  of  man 
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goes  back  to  a  common  Semitic  tradition  of  man’s  early  home  in 
either  the  mountain  of  God  in  the  far  north,  or  Eden  in  the  Syrian 
waste  of  the  northeast.  In  Genesis  2  there  is  a  clear  distinction  be¬ 
tween  man’s  relationship  with  beasts  and  his  intimate  companionship 
with  woman.  The  origin  of  evil  is  ascribed  to  demonic  power,  re¬ 
belling  against  God,  and  persuading  man  to  barter  his  innocence  for 
the  divine  knowledge  of  good  and  evil,  to  reject  the  lordship  of  God 
and  to  grasp  at  the  mystical,  sensuous  gratification  of  union  with 
God.  This  sin  breaks  the  relationship  between  man  and  God  through 
its  separating  power,  and  here  begins  the  heritage  of  guilt  which  is 
one  of  the  great  Old  Testament  truths  about  man.  The  thought  in  P 
of  the  Imago  Dei  is  as  important  theologically  as  the  story  of  the  fall. 
“Our  image”  (Genesis  1 :2 6)  refers  to  the  divine  nature  shared  by  all 
the  heavenly  beings.  This  nature  makes  man’s  life  inviolable  (9:6)  ; 
it  enables  man  to  comprehend  the  person  of  God,  receive  him,  and 
be  his  living  mirror;  but  because  of  man’s  heritage  of  guilt,  only 
Christ  is  the  full  man  of  God  (2  Corinthians  4 :4) . 

The  Babylonian  threefold  division  of  “heaven,”  “earth,”  and  “un¬ 
derworld,”  as  contrasted  with  the  Hebrew  twofold  division  of  hea¬ 
ven  and  earth  (Genesis  1:1),  entered  later,  probably  in  Solomon’s 
time  from  Phoenicia.  Also  from  outside,  perhaps,  come  the  concept 
and  name  of  Sheol,  distinct  from  the  grave  but  linked  with  death; 
in  Sheol  there  is  only  existence,  not  real  life,  because  no  fellowship 
with  God  is  possible — even  the  pious  cannot  praise  him.  But  their 
anguish  gives  rise  to  the  first  approach  to  a  faith  in  resurrection 
(Job  19:25-29). 

GOD  AND  PEOPLE 

This  section  of  Procksch’s  work  is  subdivided  into  presentations  of 
mercy-choice,  cult,  law,  and  messianic  hope. 

Under  the  topic  of  mercy-choice  Procksch  considers  “God’s  fam¬ 
ily”  and  “God’s  covenant.”  In  both  J  and  P  all  peoples  are  one  great 
family  derived  from  Noah,  and  there  are  no  “barbarians,”  but  God 
has  different  relationships  with  different  groups  of  people.  He  created 
all  peoples,  but  in  a  special  sense  he  is  God  of  Abraham  and  his 
chosen  people  Israel.  The  father-son  relationship  is  seen  in  the  fa¬ 
ther’s  compassion  for  his  lost  son,  and  springs  from  his  mercy-choice, 
not  from  nature.  Emphasis  on  Israel  as  son  is  early  (Exodus  4:22, 
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E)  and  is  a  legal  relationship  of  adoption,  but  the  deep  look  into  the 
nature  of  God  (Hosea  11 :1 ;  Jeremiah  31 :20)  shows  that  the  essence 
of  this  relationship  is  love.  As  son,  Israel  has  the  rights  of  a  firstborn 
and  inherits  Canaan — an  idea  introduced  by  Deuteronomy  where, 
however,  sonship  is  not  emphasized.  This  promised  heritage  and  the 
unity  of  God,  people,  and  land  gave  hope  to  Israel  in  the  exile,  al¬ 
though  the  promise  was  never  unconditional.  The  word  “choice”  in 
reference  to  Israel  is  late,  but  the  consciousness  of  God's  mercy-choice 
is  old.  It  is  taken  up  by  Second  Isaiah  and  under  his  deep  influence 
passes  into  the  Psalter. 

“God's  covenant”  with  Israel  is  treated  under  two  aspects — idea 
and  history.  The  covenant  concept  expresses  choice  more  clearly  than 
the  idea  of  natural  or  adopted  sonship.  It  became  dominant  through 
Moses  and  is  central  to  both  Old  and  New  Testaments.  Basic  to  it 
was  probably  a  common  meal  and  an  oath  involving  curses.  In  the 
Sinai  covenant  God  is  a  contracting  party,  but  he  is  absolute  and 
even  has  to  give  Israel  power  to  contract.  So  the  covenant  is  not  a 
bargain  but  was  established  by  God,  and  Israel  must  carry  out  its 
conditions.  The  necessity  for  reconciliation  is  seen  in  the  offering  of 
the  meal  in  which  God  shares,  and  this  offering  need  not  be  repeated 
because  reconciliation  has  taken  place.  The  decalogue  belongs  to  the 
original  basic  document  of  the  Sinai  covenant.  The  “Thou”  in  which 
it  is  expressed  signifies  that  Israel  is  treated  as  a  person  and  a  unity 
in  which  every  Israelite  shares.  The  first  five  commandments  concern 
piety  of  relationship  to  God  and  parents,  both  parents  being  equally 
mentioned;  from  this  piety  comes  the  charity — moral  not  legal — of 
the  second  five  commandments.  The  covenant  is  thinkable  only  if 
meditated  by  a  prophet  who  declares  God's  will  to  his  people. 

The  history  of  covenant  thought  begins  with  J's  account  of  the 
covenant  which  God  made  with  Abraham  (Genesis  15)  directed  to 
an  heir  and  the  future  and  concluded  by  the  smoking  oven,  symbolic 
of  the  rock  at  Sinai.  The  covenant  in  E  (Exodus  24,  Joshua  24) 
comes  after  Sinai  and  includes  all  twelve  tribes  after  the  settlement. 
Deuteronomy  knows  the  covenant  with  the  patriarchs  about  the  land 
of  Canaan;  and  a  redactor  after  586  b.c.  adds  a  covenant  in  Moab, 
not  referred  to  elsewhere.  In  P  the  covenant  is  a  one-sided  ordinance 
whose  contents  are  decided  by  God  alone.  It  is  made  first  with  Noah, 
father  of  historical  humanity,  and  then  with  Abraham  in  a  new  revela- 
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tion  of  God’s  name  in  which  not  people  and  land,  but  God  himself, 
is  the  promised  blessing.  To  Moses  there  was  no  new  covenant,  but 
another  new  revelation.  There  are  thus  two  stages  of  revelation  in 
one  covenant,  the  first  a  cultless  relationship  with  one  man,  the  sec¬ 
ond  with  a  whole  people  and  including  cult.  The  covenant  concept 
in  P  became  the  backbone  of  the  concept  of  history  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment,  passing  thence  to  the  New  Testament. 

There  is  no  reference  to  the  covenant  in  the  predeuteronomic 
Judean  prophets,  Amos,  Isaiah,  Micah,  and  Zephaniah,  possibly  be¬ 
cause  the  Mosaic  covenant  was  made  with  Rachel  tribes  coming  out 
of  Egypt,  while  the  Leah  tribes,  including  Judah,  entered  the  cove¬ 
nant  through  Joshua.  The  mercy-choice  was  expressed  in  the  imagery 
of  marriage  and  father-son  relationship,  in  which  love  goes  beyond 
the  law  of  the  covenant.  Isaiah  expresses  the  idea  of  mercy-choice  in 
terms  of  the  messianic  king  and  Zion  the  chosen  city.  Hosea,  however, 
in  the  north  uses  the  thought  of  covenant  and  law  as  well  as  mar¬ 
riage  and  adoption.  Jeremiah,  too,  also  a  son  of  Rachel,  knows  the 
Sinai  covenant  and  the  decalogue,  but  he  believes  that  covenant  was 
broken  and  will  be  replaced  by  a  new,  whose  law  will  be  fulfilled  by 
an  inner  compulsion,  for  it  will  rest  not  on  tradition  but  on  experi¬ 
ence  of  God.  Ezekiel  and  Second  Isaiah  both  proclaim  a  new  un¬ 
breakable  covenant  of  peace.  For  the  fulfillment  of  the  covenant  with 
David,  Ezekiel  thinks  of  him  as  rising  from  the  dead,  but  Second 
Isaiah  regards  the  whole  people  as  his  heirs.  The  Davidic  covenant 
becomes  the  messianic  focal  point,  God’s  mercy-covenant  personalized 
in  the  Davidic  prince.  The  height  of  covenant  relationship  is  seen  in 
the  Servant  of  Second  Isaiah,  who  mediates  the  covenant  to  the  peo¬ 
ple,  reconciling  them  to  God  and  becoming  the  origin  of  a  new  race  of 
covenant  people  (Isaiah  53:10).  In  Malachi  the  Levitical  priests  are 
taken  up  into  the  covenant  with  king,  prophet,  and  people.  In  the 
final  stage  in  Daniel  (11 :22)  the  high  priest  is  spoken  of  as  prince 
of  the  covenant. 

In  the  relationship  between  God  and  people,  cult  is  the  normal 
form  of  the  worship  of  God  and  is  necessary.  It  rests  on  the  covenant, 
and  cultic  forms  are  valid  for  the  individual  only  as  he  is  a  member 
of  the  community.  It  implies  holy  place,  holy  time,  and  holy  act,  its 
basis  being  the  idea  of  the  holy.  There  are  five  subheadings  in  this 
section  (put  in  quotation  marks  below).  After  Moses,  the  noun  “holi- 
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ness”  is  generally  used  of  material  things,  though  it  is  applied  to  Israel 
(Jeremiah  2:3;  Exodus  22:31).  A  dangerous,  magical,  archaic  ele¬ 
ment,  from  a  lower  layer  of  thought,  is  retained  within  the  concept 
of  holiness  by  the  priests,  but  rejected  by  the  prophets.  The  adjective 
“holy”  on  the  other  hand  stresses  the  personal  element,  particularly 
as  used  by  Hosea  and  First  and  Second  Isaiah.  In  Hosea  it  expresses 
the  contrast  between  man  and  the  holy  God  who  comes  in  love  to 
heal,  not  destroy.  To  Isaiah  it  is  the  central  epithet  for  God,  denoting 
judgment,  which  brings  life  only  to  the  reconciled.  Second  Isaiah 
brings  the  new  emphasis  of  redemption  after  judgment.  These  proph¬ 
ets  freed  holiness  from  the  cult.  Elisha  as  a  prophet,  not  a  priest,  is  a 
holy  man  of  God  (2  Kings  4:9),  and  the  whole  people  of  God  is  holy 
(Exodus  19:6;  Deuteronomy  7:6).  Yahweh  himself  makes  them 
holy  as  a  moral  rather  than  as  a  cultic  community  (Leviticus  20 :8) . 
After  the  exile — after  Ezra — there  is  renewed  stress  on  the  holiness 
of  material  objects,  but  it  is  of  interest  that  even  then  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  is  not  called  Holy  Writings,  because  it  is  linked  less  with  the 
cult  than  with  the  prophets. 

The  “Holy  Place”  is  the  meeting  place  of  man  with  the  God  who 
has  revealed  himself.  There  man  can  “see  God's  face”  (Genesis  32: 
30;  Isaiah  6:1)  or  enter  his  invisible  presence — the  ark  is  not  God's 
throne  but  his  dwelling.  The  tent  of  meeting  and  the  tabernacle  were 
forerunners  of  the  royal  temple  of  Solomon,  which  was  at  first  also 
the  national  shrine  for  the  twelve  tribes.  After  the  division  of  the 
kingdom  there  were  royal  and  tribal  holy  places  in  the  north.  Deuter¬ 
onomy  blazed  the  trail  toward  a  single  holy  place  in  Jerusalem,  but 
even  after  the  exile  Jerusalem  had  to  compete  with  holy  places  at 
Gerizim  and  Yeb  (Elephantine).  However,  only  the  temple  at  Jeru¬ 
salem  was  legitimate.  There  national  piety  concentrated,  and  there 
the  great  battle  for  imageless  religion,  which  gave  Israelite  religion 
its  superiority,  was  won  by  the  prophets,  often  against  the  priests. 
Older  than  the  house  of  God  as  a  holy  place  was  the  altar,  perhaps 
at  first  linked  with  a  stone  pillar  as  at  Bethel.  However,  at  a  very 
early  stage  the  two  were  separated,  and  the  pillar  became  a  memorial. 
The  altar  was  the  place  of  slaughter;  at  first  there  was  one  altar  to 
each  holy  place,  but  later  there  was  an  incense  altar  (1  Kings  7 :48) 
as  well  as  an  altar  for  burnt  offering. 

“Feasts”  are  holy  times  determined  by  the  sun  and  moon.  There 
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was  a  tribal  festival  at  the  new  moon  in  the  time  of  David  (1  Samuel 
20:5-8),  and  the  full  moon,  or  a  monthly  sabbath,  as  a  remembrance 
day  may  have  been  known  to  pre-Mosaic  Israel.  The  seven-day  week 
was  known  to  J,  but  in  preexilic  times  the  sabbath  was  not  a  day  of 
absolute  rest  (2  Kings  4:23).  It  gained  its  importance  in  the  exile, 
when  feasts  were  not  possible,  and  in  postexilic  periods.  The  Passover 
existed  before  Sinai,  being  a  wilderness  shepherds’  feast  celebrated 
in  the  family  by  night  at  the  spring  full  moon.  God  had  no  share  in 
the  slaughtered  animal,  whose  blood  on  tent  and  doorpost  ransomed 
the  firstborn  from  Yahweh’s  claijn.  The  historicizing  of  the  feast  by 
linking  it  with  the  ransom  from  Egypt  is  first  seen  in  Deuteronomy, 
where  the  feast  loses  its  domestic  character  and  must  be  celebrated  at 
the  temple  when  the  barley  is  in  ear  (Exodus  9:31)  ;  but  after  the 
exile,  Passover  is  again  a  family  festival  with  its  character  of  sin- 
offering  and  solemn  remembrance. 

The  three  agricultural  feasts — of  unleavened  bread,  weeks,  and 
booths— cannot  be  traced  back  to  the  time  before  Moses,  but  after 
the  settlement  they  formed  the  basis  of  the  calendar.  The  first,  when 
the  sickle  was  put  into  the  ripe  barley,  followed  closely  on  Passover, 
but  after  the  people  had  returned  home  (Deuteronomy  16:7);  its 
date  would  depend  on  the  ripening  of  the  grain — Ezekiel  (45:21)  is 
the  first  to  date  the  calendar.  The  feast  of  weeks  (Whitsun)  was 
celebrated  with  great  joy:  Ezekiel  omits  this  feast,  though  he  usually 
follows  H,  which  accepts  it  (Leviticus  23:12ff.) ;  the  observance  re¬ 
turns,  however,  after  the  exile  (Numbers  28:26),  but  without  its 
former  importance.  The  feast  of  booths  or  tabernacles,  first  men¬ 
tioned  by  this  name  in  Deuteronomy  (16:13),  is  more  elaborate.  It 
was  the  old  Hebrew  New  Year  feast  celebrated  in  autumn  when  the 
fruits  of  the  year  were  gathered,  at  the  first  new  moon  of  the  new 
year  when  sun  year  and  moon  year  were  level.  At  Shiloh  and  later 
at  Jerusalem  it  became  the  feast  where  the  covenant  was  remem¬ 
bered.  Unlike  Passover,  it  was  called  a  hag — a  word  that  seems  to 
denote  joyful  ritual  dancing.  Other  feasts  were  each  called  a  mo’edh, 
a  meeting  of  God  and  people. 

“Offerings”  ordained  by  God  as  a  means  of  atonement  made  it 
possible  for  profane  man  to  enter  the  sphere  of  the  holy,  and  to  have 
fellowship  with  God  and  also  with  the  fellow  members  of  the  cult 
community.  Culture  and  cult  were  inseparable,  and  only  pure  domes- 
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tic  animals  and  cultivated  field  plants  could  be  offered.  Offerings  im¬ 
plied  surrender  by  the  offerer,  and  their  value  was  relative  to  their 
value  to  the  one  making  the  offering.  Burnt  offering  and  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  food  were  linked  with  atonement  early  for  individuals  and 
single  deeds,  later  for  the  people  and  their  common  state.  Daily 
offerings  were  public,  and  private  offerings  expressed  the  individual's 
share  in  the  cult,  just  as  his  hands,  placed  on  the  victim's  head,  were 
a  pledge  that  he  shared  in  atonement.  As  early  as  J  the  smoke  of  the 
burnt  offering  also  had  value  for  atonement  (Genesis  8:21),  as  had 
the  good  smell  of  the  burning  of  the  food-present  mixed  with  oil.  The 
evening  bread-and-fruit  offering  was  an  invitation  to  Yahweh  to  be 
present  at  the  meal,  and  the  shewbread  as  the  bread  of  “face"  was 
accepted  by  him  with  favor. 

The  “slaughter-off ering-for-a-meal"  (zebah  seldmim)  was  prob¬ 
ably  made  at  the  great  feasts,  when  one  whole  animal  was  used  as  a 
burnt  offering,  and  another  animal  was  shared  with  God,  who  re¬ 
ceived  the  fat,  priests,  who  received  the  right  breast  and  foreleg,  and 
the  offerer's  family  in  a  communal  meal  of  joy,  praise,  and  song.  To 
the  prophet  the  implicit  danger  was  that  this  offering  might  be  re¬ 
garded  as  a  means  of  guaranteeing  God's  favor. 

Other  burnt  offerings  were  for  sin  and  guilt,  and  the  offerer  had 
no  share  in  eating  them;  their  aim  was  atonement,  the  purification 
of  priest  and  people.  The  oldest  form  of  atonement  offering  is  found 
in  the  Passover,  with  its  sprinkling  of  blood  and  eating  of  flesh.  After 
Ezra  the  great  day  of  atonement  was  instituted  on  the  tenth  day  of 
the  seventh  month;  and  from  that  time  the  sin-offering,  for  ritual 
or  unwitting  offences,  was  differentiated  from  the  guilt-offering, 
made  not  only  for  ritual  but  also  for  grosser  offences. 

“Expiation"  is  theologically  the  most  important  element  in  offering. 
The  Hebrew  word  means  “covering,"8  and  applies  to  the  value  of 
the  substitute  by  which  the  guilt  is  “covered."  All  men  are  involved 
in  original  guilt  (Genesis  6)  which  only  death  can  expiate.  Expiation 
is  possible  only  by  a  ransom  ordained  and  accepted  by  God  as  a  valid 
substitute.  For  man's  guilt  God  alone  can  ordain  the  “covering"; 
there  is  no  priestly  magic.  God  has  ordained  that,  as  life  resides  in 
the  blood,  he  will  accept  blood  on  the  altar  to  make  expiation.  Thus, 

3  But  cf,  the  meaning  "wipe  clean,”  in  John  Noel  Schofield,  Law,  Prophets 
and  Writings  (London:  1969),  p.  56,  n.  5. 
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the  lifeblood  of  the  dying  animal  makes  expiation  as  one  life  for 
another.  The  writer  of  Isaiah  53  was  the  one  prophet  to  realize  that 
a  fully  valid  substitute  for  guilty  mankind  could  be  provided  by  the 
perfection  of  a  guiltless  human  being,  and  could  create  a  people 
reconciled  with  God. 

God  alone  is  lawgiver  in  Israel,  and  law  and  covenant  come  from 
divine  initiative.  The  law  was  mediated  by  prophet  and  priest  (Deu¬ 
teronomy  33 :4,  10) ,  servant  and  wise  man.  Law  is  God’s  personal 
address  to  man,  as  a  father  addresses  a  son  (Proverbs  6:20).  This 
understanding  of  the  law  explains  the  love  for  law  expressed  in  the 
Psalter,  and  also  explains  why,  in  the  Old  Testament,  law  is  regarded 
not  as  a  burden  but  as  a  blessing  from  God  to  his  people.  The  law 
is  also  called  God’s  command,  his  witness,  and  reference  is  made  to 
listening  to  his  ordinances  and  statutes.  The  law  includes  justice, 
springing  from  custom  or  unwritten  law;  and  sacral  and  civil  law 
are  not  easily  distinguishable  in  the  Old  Testament.  P  (Leviticus 
7:1)  calls  cultic  sayings  “law,”  and  in  Ezra,  Nehemiah,  and  some 
psalms  the  word  “law”  denotes  the  whole  Pentateuch. 

The  Hebrew  verbal  root  for  righteousness  is  intransitive,  and  so 
refers  to  a  quality  or  relationship ;  its  meaning  is  not  legal  but  moral 
(piety).  The  righteousness  of  God  includes  mercy  and  rescue;  for 
example,  he  does  not  have  to  destroy  the  wicked  at  Sodom,  but  can 
save  the  whole  city  for  the  sake  of  a  few  righteous.  This  meaning  is 
denied  by  Ezekiel,  who  regards  righteousness  as  a  personal  posses¬ 
sion  which  cannot  be  transferred  to  others,  in  contrast  to  Isaiah  53 
in  which  God’s  servant  makes  many  righteous.  Second  Isaiah  thinks 
of  righteousness  as  God’s  moral  ordering  of  the  world,  sometimes 
synonymous  with  victory,  though  the  Holy  War  element  in  it  is  rare. 
Second  Isaiah  is  the  father  of  the  theological  ideas  in  the  Psalter, 
where  his  idea  of  righteousness  is  seen.  In  both  Second  Isaiah  and 
The  Psalms,  God’s  righteous  judgment  is  valid  for  all  people  and 
saves  them.  In  Psalm  88:11  the  underworld  is  dreadful  because  God’s 
righteousness  is  not  declared  there.  For  Jeremiah,  God’s  righteous¬ 
ness  raised  a  theological  problem  which  was  to  be  of  great  importance 
after  the  exile :  Why  do  the  wicked  prosper  and  the  righteous  suffer  ? 
God’s  answer  is  that  further  suffering  will  come,  but  with  the  promise 
of  final  victory.  Thus,  the  suffering  of  the  righteous  becomes  part  of 
the  divine  righteous  plan,  the  moral  ordering  of  the  world,  and 
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therefore  it  is  a  sin  to  refuse  martyrdom.  Jeremiah's  struggle  over 
theodicy  was  epoch-making,  and  Job,  to  whom  this  theme  of  suffering 
was  central,  often  shows  acquaintance  with  Jeremiah's  agony.  Both 
Jeremiah  and  Job  are  righteous,  not  sinless,  and  the  theophany  to 
Job  makes  clear  that  God's  world-plan  is  beyond  human  knowledge. 
But  God's  pious  ones,  to  whom  he  reveals  himself,  know  him  to  be 
righteous;  hence,  his  ordering  of  the  world  only  has  meaning  from 
the  theocentric  standpoint.  Finally,  the  difference  between  the  righ¬ 
teous  and  the  godless  will  be  discernible  when  the  sun  of  righteousness 
arises  (Malachi  3:18)  in  the  messianic  age.  That  the  distinction 
between  the  righteous  and  the  godless  is  based  on  different,  moral 
conduct  is  clear  in  Ezekiel,  Proverbs,  and  Psalms,  although  the  last 
is  not  always  free  from  tendencies  to  self-righteousness,  which  is 
corrected  in  Psalm  143 :2.  In  the  Davidic  prince  and  the  messianic 
age  righteousness  will  be  exalted  and  all  unrighteousness  perish. 

“Judgment"  involves  retribution,  without  which  righteousness  is 
unthinkable.  This  thought  rings  through  all  prophecy.  God's  wrath,  a 
violent  expression  of  his  zeal,  is  sometimes  inexplicable;  but  for  the 
prophets,  beginning  with  Amos,  wrath  breaks  out  in  judgment  on 
God's  people  when  they  have  broken  his  covenant.  Divine  judgment 
will  be  fully  revealed  on  the  Day  of  Yahweh — the  final  eschatological 
act  of  history,  involving  destruction  of  the  world.  The  Last  Day  is 
an  integral  part  of  Judaism,  Christianity,  and  Islam.  Israel,  too,  the 
chosen  people,  and  her  successor  the  Judean  church-state  will  be 
punished,  but  there  is  also  a  second  theme  of  a  rescued  remnant. 
From  the  time  of  Elijah,  the  faithful  are  distinguished  from  sinners 
within  the  nation,  and  this  thought  dominates  Old  Testament  religious 
life.  To  Zephaniah  the  faithful  are  the  quiet  in  the  land  who  dwell 
in  the  midst  of  the  people — they  will  be  the  saved  remnant. 

Israel's  national  hopes,  including  the  messianic  hope,  were  rooted 
in  the  mercy-choice  by  God ;  even  as  he  had  no  end,  so  they,  whatever 
the  final  judgment,  would  be  saved.  A  passage  (2  Samuel  23:1-7), 
whose  importance  and  genuineness  is  stressed  by  Procksch,  contains 
David's  clear  statement  of  God's  messianic  promise  to  himself  and 
his  son  the  prince,  and  shows  that  he  was  placed  in  a  messianic  light, 
probably  in  his  own  lifetime  and  certainly  in  Solomon's  age.  In 
Isaiah  is  seen  the  full  brightness  of  messianic  light.  Judah  will  be 
divided  into  the  lost  under  Ahaz  and  the  saved  under  Immanuel. 
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After  judgment  and  want  the  latter  group  will  grow  into  the  spiritual 
messianic  kingdom.  The  child  to  be  born  is  not  called  king  nor 
Davidic,  but  his  names  disclose  his  nature ;  he  is  a  son  of  Jesse  and 
sits  on  David’s  throne.  Isaiah’s  picture  is  repeated  by  Micah  at  the 
beginning  of  the  Deuteronomic  age,  and  by  Jeremiah’s  “righteous 
branch”  at  the  close  of  the  same  period.  In  Ezekiel  also  the  Messiah 
appears  against  a  background  of  judgment  as  a  twig  from  a  tree 
which  will  grow  in  Palestine  after  the  exile ;  with  Ezekiel  begins  the 
apocalyptic  distinction  between  the  kingdom  before  and  after  judg¬ 
ment. 

The  messianic  prince  is  a  constant  figure  in  the  prophets,  though 
presented  differently  in  various  passages.  Beside  him  stands  the 
Mosaic  figure  of  the  prophet  foretold  (Deuteronomy  18:15-22)  as 
the  final  God-send  figure  for  the  future.  Malachi  (4:5)  speaks  of 
Elijah  as  the  final  prophet  who  will  return  as  preacher  of  repentance 
and  prepare  for  the  Messiah.  But  it  is  the  Servant  of  Second  Isaiah 
who  in  the  five  songs  (Procksch  includes  61  :l-3,  as  a  Servant  song) 
presents  the  clearest  picture  of  the  prophetic  Messiah.  Jeremiah  is 
the  model,  but  is  not  identical  with  the  Servant  who  is  a  perfect 
figure  anointed  by  God  and  filled  with  his  spirit.  There  are  kingly 
features,  but  he  is  a  prophet  who  announces  the  word  of  God.  He  is 
downcast  by  the  failure  of  his  preaching,  is  imprisoned  and  killed,  but 
rises  to  give  freedom  to  the  bound.  Without  the  personality  of  the 
Servant,  the  covenant  is  no  longer  thinkable ;  he  embodies  it  in  him¬ 
self,  and  is  also  the  light  of  the  heathen  outside  the  covenant. 

“The  kingdom  of  God”  expresses  the  eschatological  idea  of  the 
completion  of  God’s  world-plan.  Linked  with  the  coming  Messiah,  it 
bursts  national  and  historical  limits.  In  Second  Isaiah  Yahweh,  not 
David,  is  king,  and  the  prophet  stands  at  the  point  of  time  when  the 
new  kingdom,  to  which  other  nations  as  well  as  Israel  belong,  is 
breaking  into  history.  This  great  height  is  never  reached  again,  but 
the  universalism  remained  valid  for  all  time.  Procksch  does  not  accept 
the  theory  that  would  limit  Yahweh’s  enthronement-announcement  to 
an  annual  New  Year  festival.  Later  the  high  priest  becomes  the  type 
of  the  Messiah  as  the  Branch  (Jeremiah  23:5;  Zechariah  3:8).  In 
Malachi  it  is  the  heavenly  being,  angel  of  the  covenant,  who  prepares 
for  God’s  advent.  Various  pictures  of  the  messianic  hope  appear  in 
the  Psalter:  Suprahistorical  hopes  are  associated  with  the  historic 
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Judean  ruler  (72:8) ;  the  warlike  priest-king  (110;  cf.  Genesis  14:20) 
is  regarded  not  as  teaching  the  law,  but  as  making  eternal  atonement ; 
the  Messiah  goes  far  beyond  history  in  Psalm  2 :6-7,  sitting  as  king 
on  Zion,  begotten  of  God,  not  adopted  like  David.  The  (earthly) 
kingdom  is  not  an  eschatological,  but  a  theological,  picture  of  the 
world  ruled  by  God,  as  limitless  as  God  himself.  In  the  apocalypse  of 
Isaiah  (24-27)  there  is  no  Messiah,  and  after  judgment  God  will 
appear  as  king  on  Zion,  destroy  death  forever,  and  all  people  will 
share  his  revelation.  After  the  time  of  Alexander  the  Great,  Daniel 
gives  a  new  form  to  Isaiah's  conflict  between  the  kingdom  of  God  and 
the  world,  and  there  appears  the  Son  of  Man  and  the  people  of  the 
Most  High  (Daniel  7:13,  27),  who  are  heavenly  beings.  This  con¬ 
ception  stands  between  that  of  Ezekiel  (1 :26)  and  Jesus.  In  Ezekiel 
the  human  figure  is  an  image  of  God  and  is  the  son  of  God.  Jesus 
uses  the  title  Son  of  Man  to  conceal  the  title  Son  of  God  which  means 
much  more  than  the  Davidic  Messiah. 

GOD  AND  MAN 

This  part  of  Procksch's  work  is  subdivided  into  sections  on  faith, 
atonement,  and  fellowship  with  God. 

The  origin  of  faith  to  the  prophets  is  a  call,  vision,  or  audition 
which  suddenly  gives  them  a  direct  revelation,  to  which  the  prophets 
alone  lay  claim.  Only  faith  recognizes  God's  self-revelation  without 
which  there  is  no  communion  with  God.  For  the  Old  Testament 
prophets  this  basic  experience  of  meeting  with  God  is  creative  and 
direct;  in  Christian  experience  the  encounter  with  God  comes  from 
the  life  of  faith  of  Christianity,  derived  from  the  prophets'  experience. 

From  the  prophetic  contact  is  developed  the  word  of  revelation 
which  can  be  passed  on  more  easily  than  vision.  Over  man's  eye  or 
ear  is  a  covering,  which  God  must  remove  before  the  man  can  receive 
revelation.  Revelation  results  from  faith,  expressed  by  words  formed 
from  the  'mn  root,  basically  meaning  truth,  reliance,  or  loyalty,  and 
applying  originally  more  to  persons  than  to  things.  The  fundamental 
truth  of  prophetic  faith  was  monotheism,  which  became  the  faith  of 
the  people  after  the  exile.  The  only  God  has  proved  himself  in  history 
to  be  God  of  the  world,  and  to  be  holy,  by  judging  his  own  people. 
He  is  true,  trustworthy,  loyal,  and  can  always  be  relied  upon. 

Faith,  first  attributed  to  Abraham,  is  an  inner  attitude  of  acceptance 
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of  God’s  moral  ordering  of  the  world,  and  is  reliance  on  God;  it  is 
not  a  relationship,  but  a  state  of  loyalty.  From  this  loyalty  comes  the 
element  of  certainty  which  allows  a  man  to  stand  before  God. 

The  “sphere  of  faith”  involves,  first,  the  fear  of  God.  Prophetic  faith 
gives  to  Old  Testament  religion  its  specific  character  as  a  relationship 
between  two  persons,  each  retaining  personality.  The  relationship 
begins  with  God’s  self-revelation  to  man,  and  its  goal  is  threefold — 
fear,  knowledge,  and  love  of  God.  No  religion  is  possible  without  the 
fear  of  God,  which  in  the  Old  Testament  loses  its  vagueness  as  God 
reveals  himself  as  wholly  Other  over  against  man,  and  yet  as  partially 
secret  (Genesis  32:24-32).  Here  arises  the  paradox  of  desire  both 
for  flight  and  nearness,  smallness  before  God  yet  greatness  above  the 
animal  creation  (Psalm  8).  The  “fear  of  God”  could  be  translated 
as  “religion.”  It  expresses  the  basic  attitude  in  the  patriarchal  and 
the  Mosaic  age.  It  is  the  condition  of  man’s  receiving  revelation  and 
keeps  him  from  sin.  In  the  wisdom  writings  fear  is  the  beginning 
of  wisdom,  and  the  principle  of  moral  life. 

The  knowledge  of  God  is  the  second  sphere  of  faith.  It  is  not 
theoretical  or  contemplative,  but  is  a  very  personal  relationship  in¬ 
volving  the  whole  person,  emotions  as  well  as  intellect.  Hosea  and 
Jeremiah  express  clearly  the  moral  character  of  the  knowledge  of 
God.  It  includes  truth  and  mercy,  and  the  care  of  the  poor  and  needy. 
Hosea  contrasts  it  with  the  cult,  but  regards  the  priest  as  responsible 
for  it  because  he  is  in  charge  of  the  Torah.  Wisdom  writers  also 
stress  its  moral  character.  Ezekiel,  Second  Isaiah,  and  the  Psalter  link 
it  with  monotheism,  the  knowledge  of  the  sole  godhead  of  Yahweh. 

The  love  of  God  is  the  third  sphere  of  faith.  Because  God  reveals 
himself  as  loving,  man  can  love  him  in  return.  Hosea  boldly  in¬ 
troduced  the  image  of  marriage  to  illustrate  the  relation  of  God  and 
man.  Love  is  its  basis,  a  love  for  the  lost  still  persisting  even  when 
all  legal  claims  have  lost  their  validity.  This  love  is  based  on  God’s 
choice.  Hosea  is  followed  by  Jeremiah  and  Deuteronomy.  Human 
love  must  respond  to  the  divine ;  love  of  God  as  the  great  command¬ 
ment  appears  only  in  Deuteronomy  where,  too,  love  is  linked  with 
godly  fear,  and  includes  cult,  morality,  and  law.  In  Amos  (5:14) 
love  of  the  good  goes  together  with  love  of  God,  and  in  the  Psalter 
(31 :23)  love  is  enjoined  on  the  pious  as  right  feeling. 

The  “proof  of  faith”  comes,  first,  by  endurance.  Isaiah  demanded 
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faith  from  Ahaz  in  a  historical  crisis,  as  a  personal  attitude  which 
would  have  enabled  him  to  hold  out  till  God  rescued  him.  Faith 
creates  certainty  in  God,  which  gives  man  the  power  to  endure. 
Isaiah  (30:15)  analyzes  the  idea  of  faith  as  return,  rest,  quietness, 
reliance — all  active  attitudes.  In  the  psalms  and  even  in  the  proverbs 
faith  is  pure  trust  in  God  and  guarantees  rescue.  To  Isaiah,  faith  is 
surrender  to  God,  renouncing  all  worldly  powers  and  relying  on  the 
power  that  overcomes  the  world  (cf.  1  John  5:4).  Faith  waits  and 
hopes  against  all  appearances. 

A  second  proof  of  faith  is  through  prayer.  Faith  is  unthinkable 
without  prayer,  which  like  fear  is  basic  to  religion.  In  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment,  prayer  is  never  a  mystical  merging  with  God,  but  is  a  sense  of 
tension  until  man  accepts  God's  will  made  known  in  revelation.  The 
oldest  form  of  prayer,  and  the  prelude  to  true  prayer,  is  calling  on  the 
name  of  God,  a  personal  call  for  divine  help.  From  this  comes  the 
symbol  of  struggle  for  blessing,  thanksgiving,  and  the  humble  plea 
for  deliverance.  Jeremiah  is  the  father  of  true  prayer.  Faith  is  also 
shown  in  petitions  and  intercessions,  led  by  prophet,  not  by  priest. 
In  the  prophets,  petition  is  never  opus  operatum  but  depends  on  the 
piety  of  the  petitioner,  and  intercession  for  the  unrighteous  is  un¬ 
availing  if  there  is  no  repentance,  though  the  sinless  Servant  can 
make  “many”  righteous  because  he  prays  for  evildoers. 

Finally,  confession  is  the  open  acknowledgment  of  God's  will  for 
men,  and  can  be  seen  in  the  praise  of  God  in  which  the  heathen  must 
join  (Psalm  67:5),  as  well  as  in  the  prophetic  struggle  against  the 
wicked.  In  Hosea  and  Jeremiah  is  seen  the  suffering  that  lies  in  con¬ 
fession,  and  in  the  Servant  this  becomes  martyrdom.  The  whole 
history  of  Israel  and  the  Old  Testament  itself  is  a  great  confession 
to  the  truth  of  God. 

Under  atonement  Procksch  includes  sin,  wrath,  and  ransom.  Man 
is  conscious  will,  appointed  for  fellowship  with  God,  and  so  must  be 
pure  and  holy.  But  in  historical  activity  man  oversteps  the  limits  of 
God's  “Thou  shalt  not,"  and  becomes  guilty.  The  fall  to  “sin" 
(Genesis  3)  is  presupposed  throughout  the  Bible.  For  the  writer  of 
the  story,  the  desire  to  attain  likeness  to  God,  to  overstep  the  limits 
inherent  in  innocence  and  to  penetrate  the  secrets  of  God,  has  a 
demonic  origin  in  the  serpent  which  is  neither  divine  nor  human. 
Sin  is  always  against  God  and  is  not  simply  immorality.  It  belongs 
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to  the  realm  of  faith,  not  law,  causing  doubts  about  God's  truth  and 
making  man  untrustworthy.  Sin  is  an  activity  that  misses  God,  the 
true  aim  of  man,  and  produces  the  state  of  guilt  which  can  be  re¬ 
moved  only  by  substitution,  a  guilt-  or  sin-offering. 

Another  concept  of  sin  means  rebellion  (RSV,  transgression).  We 
must  speak  of  original  guilt  because,  though  every  man  is  created 
innocent,  each  falls  by  the  same  temptation  into  the  same  sin.  Jeremiah 
(17 :14)  speaks  of  sin  as  sickness.  There  is  in  Old  Testament  thought 
not  only  the  moral  contrast  between  good  and  bad,  but  also  the 
contrast  between  healthy  and  unhealthy,  applied  to  the  whole  com¬ 
munity  as  well  as  to  the  individual. 

The  “wrath  of  God”  is  his  reaction  to  sin  which  is  directed  against 
him  personally,  not  against  his  laws  or  his  work.  Wrath  springs  from 
God's  holiness.  The  Old  Testament  thinks  of  God  as  meeting  bad 
with  good  in  divine  suffering.  His  power  lies  in  his  pathos,  and 
especially  after  the  exile  God  is  spoken  of  as  longsuffering  (Exodus 
34:1).  The  wrath  of  God  brings  curse,  suffering,  and  death. 

First  of  all,  the  divine  curse  must  be  distinguished  from  the  human, 
which  is  often  linked  with  magic  and  is  not  theological.  God's  curse 
excludes  those  whom  he  curses  from  fellowship  with  him.  Not  Adam 
but  the  ground  was  cursed  because  of  sin,  and  this  curse  was  re¬ 
moved  for  Noah.  God  alone  holds  the  power  to  curse  (Numbers 
23:8). 

Next,  suffering  was  primitively  ascribed  to  God's  wrath  at  sin,  but 
the  suffering  of  the  righteous  suggested  that  sin  and  suffering  did 
not  always  coincide.  To  Jeremiah  the  cause  of  suffering  was  hidden, 
but  its  aim  was  the  evocation  of  confession  and  repentance.  In  Job, 
Satan,  a  demonic  power,  causes  suffering,  which  God  allows  in 
order  to  show  the  disinterestedness  of  Job's  faith.  In  the  Psalter,  too, 
suffering,  though  often  the  result  of  sin,  is  not  punishment  for  it  but 
leads  to  discipline  and  rejection  of  the  temptation  to  fall  away  from 
God  (Psalm  73:21-24). 

Finally  death,  not  natural  but  spiritual  death  which  is  exclusion 
from  the  presence  of  God,  took  its  beginning  on  the  day  of  sin  (Gen¬ 
esis  3).  Death  as  being  gathered  to  the  fathers  is  peace,  not  punish¬ 
ment;  but  to  the  individual  death  means  the  anguish  of  separation 
from  the  community,  and  this  is  seen  as  separation  from  God.  Theo¬ 
logically,  the  dead  exist  but  do  not  live,  because  human  life  comes 
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only  from  God,  who  is  not  present  in  the  underworld  where  man  is 
tom  from  fellowship  with  God. 

Procksch  next  deals  with  “ransom”  as  a  part  of  atonement  in¬ 
cluding  conscience,  conversion,  and  forgiveness.  ‘‘Conscience”  is  the 
last  remnant  of  the  knowledge  of  God  in  the  natural  man.  It  leads 
him  towards  realization  of  his  own  fallen  position  over  against  the 
divine  and  moral  world,  and  so  toward  choosing  good  and  rejecting 
evil.  It  also  gives  him  a  knowledge  of  guilt  which  no  sin-offering  can 
remove.  The  religious  element  present  in  conscience  is  man’s  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  God ;  it  is  the  sign  of  the  divine  and  exists  outside  the 
moral  community.  The  offering  expresses  clearly  the  necessity  of 
reconciliation  with  God  and  the  attempt  to  get  redemption.  The 
prophets  opposed  offering  as  opus  operatum;  they  saw  it  as  a  con¬ 
fession,  and  it  remained  so  till  the  end  of  the  Old  Testament.  In  the 
cultless  exilic  period  cultic  songs  replaced  cultic  acts,  and  the  psalms 
of  repentance  reveal  the  fineness  of  conscience,  emphasizing  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  confession  to  bridge  the  gap  between  God  and  man,  and  to 
obtain  mercy  and  wholeness. 

“Conversion,”  or  returning,  is  very  important  in  Old  Testament 
theology.  It  involves  decision,  an  act  of  the  will.  The  initiative  lies 
always  with  God,  who  causes  the  returning,  which  however  is  im¬ 
possible  without  the  personal  will  of  man  on  whom  responsibility 
rests.  When  conversion  happens  it  is  a  mutual  act  of  God  and  man, 
and  the  convert  has  power  to  move  others  to  return.  There  is  an 
eschatological  idea  of  the  great,  final  turning  and  salvation,  but  the 
older  idea  is  of  God’s  restoring  man’s  fortune  (turn  the  turning) ; 
his  restoration  will  make  Israel  feel  shame  and  turn  with  loathing 
from  his  sin  (Ezekiel  16:53-58). 

Three  main  metaphors  are  used  for  “forgiveness.”  (a)  Covering, 
an  image  from  civil  law,  is  applied  to  sacral  law.  In  Isaiah  6 :7  it  is 
obtained  by  the  glowing  stone  from  the  altar  without  sacrifice  or 
sin-offering,  although  the  imagery  is  cultic.  (b)  Redeeming  by  the 
next  of  kin  is  linked  with  family  law  and  the  honor  of  the  family. 
This  is  not  a  cult  word.  God  as  next  of  kin  has  bound  himself  to 
man  and  draws  him  into  his  community,  (c)  Ransoming  comes 
neither  from  cult  nor  family  life.  It  speaks  of  freeing  from  outside 
foreign  control.  In  Deuteronomy  it  emphasizes  God’s  free  choice 
and  grace  to  those  without  any  legal  claim  upon  God.  There  is  no 
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reference  to  price  paid;  God  acts  as  sovereign  lord.  The  distinction 
between  redeeming  and  ransoming  became  weakened ;  originally  both 
referred  to  saving  from  evil  and  misfortune,  and  the  New  Testament 
concept  of  redemption  from  sin  is  scarcely  reached  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment.  There  are  other  metaphors  of  forgiveness,  of  which  washing 
and  purification  are  of  cultic  origin;  "lifting”  guilt  may  come  from 
receiving  a  sin-offering.  Jeremiah  rejects  offerings  as  a  means  of 
forgiveness  and  recognizes  only  grace.  The  final  motive  is  the  free 
love  of  God,  and  his  power  can  heal  and  create  life  anew ;  the  picture 
of  bridal  love  is  later  replaced  by  that  of  the  father's  love,  calling 
back  lost  sons.  In  the  Servant-songs  substitution,  with  its  roots  in 
the  offering-cult,  is  introduced.  The  life  of  the  guiltless  one  is  offered 
as  atonement  for  sinners,  and  his  wounds  heal  "many.”  This  prophetic 
vision  is  applied  in  the  Psalter  only  to  single  men,  not  to  the  "many” 
until  the  time  of  Jesus. 

The  "state  of  grace”  is  the  first  aspect  of  fellowship  with  god. 
The  metaphor  expressing  in  Semitic  thought  the  relation  between 
God  and  man  is  that  of  servant  and  lord,  but  there  are  two  elements 
in  tension — the  servant  as  slave,  included  in  the  household  but  with¬ 
out  legal  rights,  completely  at  the  lord's  mercy,  and  the  servant  as 
trusted  retainer,  serving  his  lord  with  loyalty.  In  both  senses  of  the 
word  the  prophets,  the  people,  and  the  pious  are  God's  servants, 
dependent  on  his  powerful  moral,  not  legal  mercy.  God's  mercy 
(hesedh)  to  man  expresses  an  attitude  of  graciousness,  compassion, 
sympathy;  it  is  always  extraordinary.  There  is  tension,  too,  in  a 
theophany  between  the  fear  of  death  and  joy  at  seeing  God  in  vision 
— a  joy  sometimes  at  its  height  in  the  cultic  festival  (Psalm  63:2). 
Reconciled  man  can  see  God  because  the  barriers  of  sin  have  gone,  so 
that  in  love  he  knows  the  complete  joy  of  fellowship  with  God. 

"Morality”  is  the  next  aspect  of  fellowship.  Faith  and  morality  are 
inseparable  in  both  Old  and  New  Testament  theology.  God's  relation 
to  a  man  does  not  isolate  him,  but  makes  him  part  of  God's  people. 
The  moral  motive  includes:  (a)  The  command  or  word  of  God, 
implied  in  the  whole  law,  prophets  and  writings ;  in  the  Pentateuch 
not  only  the  legal  but  also  the  historical  sections  were  binding  as 
patterns  for  behavior.  Similarly  in  superscriptions  to  psalms,  David's 
situation  was  described  as  an  analogy  for  the  life  of  the  pious.  The 
mainspring  of  keeping  the  law  lies  in  the  primitive  phenomenon  of 
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fear,  essential  to  morality,  and  love,  a  specifically  Israelite  contribu¬ 
tion.  (b )  Community  or  human  groupings,  part  of  God’s  plan,  provide 
a  strong  moral  motive.  In  the  Old  Testament  marriage  is  the  oldest 
bond  for  such  a  group.  Monogamy  is  known  in  J  and  P,  polygamy 
is  foreign  to  the  prophetic  spirit  and  causes  the  downfall  of  morality. 
From  marriage  springs  the  family  group,  the  basis  of  the  blood  tie 
expressed  in  honoring  parents,  brotherhood,  and  guardianship  of 
sisters.  This  bond  forms  a  contemporaneous  moral  group  extending 
to  people,  tribe,  and  race.  Friendship  and  neighborliness  supply 
another  moral  motive,  as  also  does  the  protected  guest,  Israelite  or 
foreigner,  and  the  foreigner  himself  as  part  of  God's  creation,  (c) 
The  call  of  man  gives  him  a  moral  task  which,  like  the  prophetic  call, 
puts  him  beyond  his  human  group  and  under  God's  compulsion. 
Despite  his  struggle  against  it,  the  power  of  God  makes  a  man  a 
servant  of  the  divine  plan.  This  is  true  of  kings,  judges,  and  of  the 
ordinary  man  whose  duties  grow  out  of  his  association  with  human 
groups  (cf.  Micah  6 :8) . 

The  moral  goal  is:  (a)  The  people  of  God.  God  and  Good  are 
inseparable,  and  the  way  to  God  leads  to  the  Good,  which  is  the  moral 
goal.  In  the  Psalter  righteousness  is  the  moral  aim,  and  its  essence 
includes  peace,  love,  loyalty.  Eschatology  shows  the  moral  aim  in 
its  pure  form  after  evil  has  been  rooted  out.  But  in  the  historical 
present  of  the  Old  Testament,  Israel  as  the  chosen  people  must  be 
holy  with  an  exclusive  relationship  to  God,  in  which  righteousness 
includes  piety  and  morality  and  is  linked  with  truth  and  friendliness 
(hesedh).  The  relationship  with  God  is  a  model  for  the  relationship 
among  men.  Friendliness  to  the  weak  is  basic  to  Old  Testament 
morality.  Even  love  of  enemies,  seeking  to  overcome  evil  with  good, 
is  a  moral  aim  for  the  people  in  the  Old  Testament  as  in  the  New. 

(b)  Moral  character  in  the  man  of  God,  not  simply  in  the  people 
of  God,  is  essential  to  the  moral  goal.  Such  character  results  from 
the  development  of  all  man's  powers,  so  that  he  is  continually  be¬ 
coming.  The  Greek  concept  of  self-reliant  superman  or  hero  is  not 
the  Hebrew  ideal,  whose  highest  expression  is  the  prophet  who  relies 
on  God  while  he  is  struggling  alone  and  willing  to  suffer.  In  Old 
Testament  morality  there  is  also  the  type  of  the  wise  man,  contem¬ 
plative  rather  than  combative.  Wisdom  is  a  divine  charisma,  which  in 
the  Old  Testament  comes  from  God  but  has  analogies  among  all 
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oriental  peoples.  It  is  mixed  with  worldly  cleverness  and  experience 
of  life.  In  later  writings  wisdom  is  linked  with  righteousness,  and 
the  education  of  youth  in  morality  becomes  the  task  of  the  wise — 
dealing  with  such  matters  as  purity  of  marriage,  family  life,  value 
of  property  and  boundaries,  true  weights  and  measures,  kindness  to 
the  needy.  The  ideal  moral  character  is  seen  most  clearly  in  Job  where, 
despite  the  two  different  pictures  in  the  dialogue  and  the  prologue, 
suffering  has  a  significant  place  in  the  picture  of  Old  Testament 
morality. 

The  last  aspect  of  fellowship  with  God  is  “eternal  life."  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  faith  takes  death  seriously ;  man  has  no  power  to  bridge  death, 
for  it  is  grounded  in  the  contrast  between  the  living  God  and  his 
creature  man.  Faith  is  grounded  in  this  life,  not  in  fantastic  specula¬ 
tion  about  the  afterlife;  hope  of  eternal  life  was  the  fruit,  not  the 
root,  of  faith. 

Old  Testament  eschatology  replaces  myth  and  has  its  roots  in  the 
historic  revelation  of  God.  It  shows  that  life,  not  death,  is  the  goal  of 
God's  activity  even  though  man  lost  eternal  life  through  guilt.  But 
stories,  showing  that  life  with  God  is  possible  without  death,  kept 
alive  faith  in  a  beyond  which  possibly  was  within  man’s  reach. 
There  is  a  change  in  Ezekiel  who  in  his  thought  of  the  messianic  age 
comes  to  terms  with  death  and  speaks  of  the  resurrection  of  David 
and  Israel  (34;  37).  The  resurrection  is  also  thought  of  in  Isaiah 
24—27;  52-53;  and  in  Daniel,  where  it  is  limited  to  the  very  good 
and  the  very  bad — there  is  no  general  resurrection  even  for  Israel. 
There  is  no  need  to  assume  foreign  influences  on  the  belief  in  resur¬ 
rection,  for  both  Elijah  and  the  Messiah  are  Old  Testament  figures, 
but  it  is  possible  that  Persian  eschatology  gave  form  and  color  to 
Israel's  thought. 

Eternal  life  also  involves  seeing  God.  Eternal  life  had  its  home  in 
heaven  to  which  Elijah  and  Enoch  were  taken,  but  it  will  appear  on 
earth  in  the  messianic  kingdom  after  sin  has  been  destroyed.  In  Old 
Testament  thought,  eternal  life  can  be  experienced  on  earth  through 
“the  sight  of  God,"  in  which  lies  the  possibility  of  death  as  well  as 
of  life.  Where  God  let  himself  be  seen,  there  was  life  and  highest 
mercy,  and  a  cult  place  was  founded  where  an  atoning  offering  pro¬ 
tected  man.  The  prophetic  call  was  detached  from  the  cult  place  and 
became  an  experience  of  eternal  life  within  time.  Isaiah’s  “to  us" 
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(9:6)  shows  that  he  hoped  to  share  in  the  messianic  age,  and  Job, 
too,  (42:5)  speaks  of  seeing  God  before  death.  Ezekiel  (18)  suggests 
that  the  righteous  survive  the  judgment.  In  the  Psalter  the  thought  of 
resurrection  must  be  recognized.  The  highest  point  of  Old  Testament 
theology  is  reached  by  the  anonymous  poet  of  Psalm  73  with  his 
faith  that  he  remains  with  God  who  opens  the  way  to  glory. 

The  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  represents  a  thousand  years 
of  writing  which  reflected  the  many  changes  that  took  place  during 
that  period,  but  the  faith  remained  centered  on  the  one  eternal  God, 
without  beginning  or  end,  who  created  with  an  ultimate  purpose  that 
will  be  achieved.  Judaism,  Christianity,  and  Islam  depend  on  this  God. 
In  the  Old  Testament  he  is  the  revealed  God,  whose  revelation  is,  in 
general,  carried  not  by  priest,  nor  by  poet,  but  by  prophet.  Man  must 
subject  himself  to  this  God  in  order  to  know  him.  Although  he  will 
presently  see  God  as  though  veiled,  one  day  man  will  see  God  as  he 
is. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  OLD  TESTAMENT 
AND  NEW  TESTAMENT 

To  Procksch  all  theology  is  Christology  as  the  fullest  revelation  of 
God,  and  the  goal  of  the  Old  Testament  is  Christ.  He  begins  with  an 
account  of  his  own  Christology,  describing  the  relation  between  Christ 
and  the  world,  church,  and  individual  Christian  in  much  the  same 
terms  as  he  uses  later  of  God  and  the  world,  Israel,  and  man.  Though 
the  pre-Christian  spiritual  world  has  been  superseded  by  the  New 
Testament  and  Christ,  and  the  Old  Testament  cannot  be  understood 
without  Christ,  yet  it  is  also  true  that  Christ  is  not  understandable 
without  his  roots  in  the  Old  Testament.  It  gives  his  figure  color,  it 
was  his  Bible,  and  he  regards  himself  as  its  fulfillment.  God's  choice 
and  mercy,  and  his  absolute  will  in  calling  a  people  into  life,  are  basic 
to  both  Testaments,  and  in  both,  belief  in  God  is  the  condition  of 
right  relation  between  man  and  God.  Thus  the  apostolic  confession, 
“Jesus  is  Christ,”  perfectly  links  the  Old  Testament  with  the  New 
Testament. 

CRITIQUE 

Procksch  was  in  the  front  rank  of  exegetes,  exact  in  his  philology, 
reared  in  the  traditions  of  Delitzsch  and  Dillmann,  and  considerably 
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influenced  by  Dalman  at  Jerusalem.  But  the  basic  aim  of  his  life  was 
to  work  out  a  theology  of  history,  a  tremendous  synthesis.  Interest 
in  history  is  seen  in  all  his  work,  particularly  in  his  study  of  the 
preexilic  prophets,  and  of  the  source  E,  where  he  wrote  that  we  must 
get  the  “gold  of  history”  from  behind  the  world  of  saga.  He  had  a 
great  respect  for  sound  literary  scholarship  and  for  the  scholarship 
of  others.  Views  as  to  the  relationship  between  history  of  religion 
and  theology  expressed  in  Procksch’s  Theologie  were  the  fruit  of 
practical  experience  at  Griefswald.  His  great  commentaries  were 
written  on  Genesis  and  Isaiah ;  here  he  affirms  the  necessity  for  full 
understanding  of  the  Scriptures,  for  penetration  and  sympathetic 
imagination  (Einfiihlung),  but  also  for  “the  supraworldly  organ  of 
faith”  which  alone  makes  contact  with  the  life-nerve  of  the  writing.4 5 
Especially  characteristic  of  this  view  is  his  article  on  Christ  in  the 
Old  Testament.8  He  went  far  to  bring  the  Old  Testament  back  within 
theology  from  which  it  had  been  estranged. 

Otto  Procksch  had  a  profound  influence  on  German  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  scholarship,  and  made  a  tremendous  contribution  to  our  under¬ 
standing  of  Old  Testament  religion  by  pointing  out  the  value  of  the 
patriarchal  sagas,  the  traditions  of  Sinai  and  of  Jerusalem,  and  es¬ 
pecially  by  his  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  the  covenant  concept. 
His  direct  influence  on  English  and  American  scholars  would  have 
been  greater  had  his  works  been  translated,  but  his  indirect  influence 
has  been  immeasurable.  Eichrodt,  in  the  fifth  English  edition  of  his 
Theology  of  the  Old  Testament,  added  a  footnote  (vol.  I,  p.  33, 
n.  1)  acknowledging  his  indebtedness  to  his  great  teacher  after 
Procksch  himself  had  pointed  out  the  fact  in  his  Theologie  (p.  421, 
n.  1).  All  of  us  reproduce  the  ideas  of  our  beloved  masters  uncon¬ 
sciously,  and  Procksch’s  pupils  were  no  exception. 

His  supreme  interest  was  in  the  Old  Testament  as  revelation,  some¬ 
thing  that  only  faith — “existential  involvement  in  the  faith” — can  ap¬ 
prehend.  As  we  have  said,  for  Procksch  the  revelation  of  the  Old 
Testament  culminates  in  Jesus  Christ.  However,  his  dogmatic  stress 

4  It  should,  however,  be  noted  that  the  phrase  “organ  of  faith”  mentioned 
here  and  quoted  by  Eissfeldt,  ZAW,  44  (1926),  p.  4,  is  avoided  by  Procksch 
in  the  Theologie,  where  the  stress  is,  as  always,  on  God-given  faith.  See  also 
R.  C.  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old  Testament  Theology,  rev.  ed.,  pp.  63f. 

5  “Christus  im  Alten  Testament,”  NKZ,  44  (1933),  pp.  57-83. 


118*  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 

on  the  necessity  for  faith  and  the  culmination  of  revelation  in  Christ 
probably  limits  the  value  of  his  contribution  to  modern  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  thought.  His  own  background  was  Protestant  and  Lutheran, 
and  continually  he  shows  that  it  was  easier  for  him  to  appreciate  the 
prophetic  than  the  priestly  element  in  the  Old  Testament.  To  him 
the  prophet,  not  the  priest,  is  the  bearer  of  revelation.  Faith  as  seen 
in  the  Abraham  saga  and  the  teaching  of  First  Isaiah  dominates  his 
Old  Testament  theology.  The  basis  of  Yahweh  religion  to  him  lies 
in  the  prophetic,  apodictic  sayings  in  the  Decalogue,  which,  unlike 
Wellhausen,  he  regarded  as  possibly  Mosaic.  To  him  the  Decalogue 
is  clearly  prophetic  religion  in  its  call  for  no  images,  no  profaning  of 
the  Lord’s  name,  keeping  the  sabbath  and  the  moral  commandments, 
but  no  mention  of  sacrifice. 

In  his  attempt  to  formulate  a  theology  of  sacrifice,  Procksch  argues 
that  the  aim  of  the  cult  is  communion  with  the  Divine,  and  the  root 
of  the  cult  is  in  human  community.  This  community  is  based  on 
blood  relationship,  hence  blood  is  very  important  in  the  primitive 
Semitic  cultus.  The  blood  tie  has  to  establish  connection  with  God 
just  as  it  connects  humans  within  the  community.  The  death  of  the 
sacrifice  sets  the  blood  free  for  its  cultic  purpose  of  expiation  and 
reconciliation.  The  basic  Semitic  contrast  between  God  as  holy  and 
man  as  unholy  makes  man  aware  of  his  guilt  and  the  need  for  recon¬ 
ciliation.  So  the  center  of  the  cult  is  the  guilt-offering,  which  in  its 
gloomiest  and  most  burdensome  form  had  been  human  sacrifice,  an 
original  part  of  Semitic  religion  rejected  in  the  Abraham  saga.  For 
Procksch  the  aim  of  all  bloody  sacrifice  was  expiation,  not  com¬ 
munion,  and  there  is  no  idea  of  magic  or  of  gift.6  In  nonbloody  sacri¬ 
fice  there  was  an  idea  of  gift  as  a  sign  of  self-surrender,  and  there 
expiation  was  overshadowed.  But  in  human  sacrifice,  in  the  form  of 
the  son,  man  surrenders  himself  in  order  that  expiation  may  be  real¬ 
ized.  So  we  must  understand  the  death  of  Jesus  which  retained  some¬ 
thing  of  the  depth  and  terror  experienced  in  primitive  Semitic  re¬ 
ligion. 

This  concept  of  sacrifice  illustrates  the  importance  of  Procksch’s 
statement  that  all  theology  is  Christology,  a  statement  that  does  not 
admit  an  intrinsic  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  apart  from  the 

a  Cf.  Walther  Eichrodt,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament ,  vol.  1,  trans.  J.  A. 
Baker  (Philadelphia:  The  Westminster  Press,  1961),  pp.  144ff. 
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New.  Although  he  does  not  admit  the  value  of  a  God-centered  theol¬ 
ogy  of  the  Old  Testament  apart  from  the  Christ-centered  theology  of 
the  New,  it  seems  clear  today  that  an  element  which  is  bringing  the 
Old  Testament  back  into  importance  is  the  recognition  that  its  center 
is  not  the  word  nor  wisdom  nor  the  Anointed  One,  but  God  as 
Creator  and  Savior  of  the  world.  One  cannot  understand  the  Old 
Testament  without  recognizing  the  unity  of  prophet,  priest,  and  wise 
man;  and  in  the  same  way  the  unity  of  the  whole  Bible  demands 
that  Christology  be  seen  in  the  setting  of  theology,  in  the  God-center- 
edness  of  the  Old  Testament.  Procksch  certainly  sees  that  God  is  at 
the  center  of  the  Old  Testament,  but  he  demands  that  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  be  seen  through  Christology. 

Two  other  beliefs  of  Procksch  are  important  to  recognize:  the 
centrality  of  the  covenant,  and  the  People  of  God  concept.  In  Sem¬ 
itic  thought  every  covenant  was  witnessed  by  God  and  thus  was  a 
religious  act,  but  the  new  element  in  the  Sinai  covenant  was  that  God 
was  not  a  witness  and  guardian  but  one  of  the  contracting  parties. 
Procksch  does  not  talk  of  suzerain  and  vassal,  but  stresses  that 
covenant  is  vertical  and  not  horizontal.  It  is  established  by  God  and  is 
not  a  bargain  made  by  man  with  God.  All  the  power  is  on  God's  side. 
The  covenant  springs  from  his  mercy-choice,  and  even  Israel's  power 
to  accept  it  comes  from  God.  It  was  as  a  prophet,  not  as  a  priest,  that 
Moses  was  mediator  of  the  covenant,  but  the  covenant  itself  was 
made  not  with  the  prophet  alone  but  with  the  People  of  Israel.  The 
Sinai  covenant  was  concluded  with  a  sacrificial  meal  and  sealed  with 
the  blood  of  the  sacrifice  for  expiation.  With  the  sacrifice  on  Sinai 
God's  covenant  was  perfect,  there  was  no  need  for  it  to  be  repeated. 
It  was  made  once  for  all,  though  possibly  there  was  an  annual  re¬ 
membrance  feast  for  the  renewal  of  the  covenant. 

The  covenant  was  made  with  Israel  as  a  people  or  nation.  Procksch 
stresses  that  the  covenant  was  not  made  with  a  responsive  group  with¬ 
in  Israel  or  with  a  holy  community  gathered  out  of  Israel,  but  with 
the  whole  people.  The  building  up  of  this  People  of  God  can  come 
only  through  the  moral  cooperation  of  the  individual  members.  No 
king,  no  priest,  no  political  nor  cultic  figure  is  adequate.  The  unique 
originality  of  this  nation  of  Israel  is  that  she  can  realize  herself  only 
in  the  figure  of  faith  that  is  recognized  more  and  more  in  the  pro¬ 
phetic  history. 
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udy  of  Old  Testament  theology  was  first 
1949^  and  a  much  revised  second  edition  ap¬ 
peared  in  1954.  A  third  edition,  with  further  extensive  revisions  and 
some  rearrangement,  was  published  in  1966.  German  and  English 
translations  of  the  second  Dutch  edition,  with  some  variations  in 
detail  and  in  the  bibliographical  references,  were  published  in  1956 
and  1958  respectively.  Although  there  are  significant  changes  in  the 
ordering  and  detail  of  the  material  throughout  these  editions,  the 
basic  method  and  approach  to  the  subject  have  remained  unchanged 
As  a  useful  companion  to  this  major  work  Vriezen  has  published  an 
extended  critique  of  recent  writing  on  Old  Testament  theology,  par- 
ticularly  that  which  owes  its  stimulus  „to_dheIwork  of  G.  von  Rad, 
under  the  title  “Geloof,  openbaring  en  geschiedenis  in  de  nieuwste 
Oud-Testamentische  theoiogie."  This- contains  a  valuable  criticism  of 


uua-iestamentiscne  tneoiogie.  inis  contains  a  valuable  criticism  ot  i 
attempts  to  write  Old  Testament  theology  asCa^theology  of  historyjHr 
and  serves  in  some  measure  as  a  defense  of  Vriezen’s  own  position. 
There  is  also  a  compact  and  useful  study  of  the  religion  of  Israel  in 
which  Vriezen  presents  his  understanding  of  the  historical  religion 
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which  forms  the  basis  of  Old  Testament  theology.  An  English-' trans¬ 
lation  of  this  was  published  iii  1967. 

The  references  in  the  present  essay  are  to  the  first  English  edition 
of  An  Outline  of  Old  Testament  Theology  which  is  currently  the 
most  accessible  presentation  of  Vriezen's  views  for  English  readers. 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

The  arrangement  of  Vriezen's  theology  consists  of  a  basic  division 
into  two  parts.  The  first  part  contains  a  general  introduction  to  the 
subject,  and  the  second  offers  a  descriptive  account  of  its  content.  This 
twofold  division  makes  for  convenience  and  orderliness,  and  enables 
a  detailed  study  to  be  made  of  Vriezen’s  own  understanding  of  his 
task.  The  second  parf:  is  a  coherent  and  systematic  account  of  the 
nature  and  content  of  faith  in  the  Old  Testament.  .At  is  historical 
in  its  approach,  critical  in  its  treatment  of  the  sources,  and  theological 
in  its  purpose.  It  provides  a  detailed  presentation  of  the  nature  of 
Israel's  religion  and  of  the  distinctive  ideas  which  emerged  within 
it.  As  such  this  section  must  be  regarded  as  the  fundamental  text 
upon  which  a  consideration  of  Vriezen's  view  of  Old  Testament  theol¬ 
ogy  must  be  based. 

The  first  part,  which  contains  a  prolegomenon  to  the  task  of  writ¬ 
ing  an  Old  Testament  theology,  deals  with  a  variety  of  matters  which 
have  a  formal,  rather  than  a  material,  relationship  to  each  other. 
There  is  a  brief  survey  of  the  history  of  the  church's  use  of  the  Old 
Testament,  and  some  general  observations  on  the  historical  char¬ 
acter  of  the  revelation  which  it  contains.  This  is  followed  by  a  short 
survey  of  the  spiritual  structure  of  the  various  Old  Testament  writ¬ 
ings  in  which  the  basic  contents  of  the  canon  are  analyzed.  The  par¬ 
ticular  interests  and  purpose  of  each  of  the  books  are  noted,  and  the 
historical  process  by  which  the  canon  emerged  in  its  Hebrew  form  as 
a  threefold  division  is  described.  There  follows  a  study  of  the  use  of 
the  Old  Testament  by  the  Christian  church  in  which  importance  is 
attached  to  the  task  of  historico-critical  exegesis,  and  the  use  of  this 
approach  in  preaching. 

The  concludingchapter  of  this  first  part  is  by  far  the  most  distinc¬ 
tive  and  original  in  the  whole  book  and  sets  out  the  author's  view 
of  the  basis,  task,  and  method  of  Old  Testament  theology.  Here  some 
of  the  most  searching  and  fundamental  questions  are  raised  about  the 
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character  of  reyelationjn  the  Bible  and  the  wav  in  which  this  histor- 
ical  revelation  can  be  described  theologically.  Vriezen  argues  thaF ~j 
Old  Testament  theology  must  be  a^  theological  discipline, _both  in  / 
the  method  of  its  working  and  the  obiectwhich  it  strives  to  attain.  It 
thus  forms  a  connecting  link  between  dogmatifc  and  historical  theol-  I 
ogy.  It  differs  from  a  study  of  the  history  of  Israelite  rplipinn  be- [ 

cause .  '  — 

and 


J^iglSusJife.and  instltutionsto  evaluate  the  messageof  tlie 
Old  Testament.  It  is  concerned  with  this  message  both  in  itself  and 
in  its  relation  to  the.  NfW  Testament.  Thus  Old  Testament  theology 


examines  the  characteristic  features  of  the  message  of  the  Old  Testa-! 
ment  and  especially  seeks  to  elucidate  the  element  of  revelation  which 
it  contains.  Because  it  works  with  theological  standards  which  takel 
their  origin  in  the  Christian  message  of  the  New  Testament,  Old 
Testament  theology  is  able  to  work  with  a  measure  of  freedom.  It  is 
not  bound  to  deal  with  every  aspect  of  Israel’s  religion,  but  can  select  1 
only  those  aspects  which  are  of  particular  importance.  SimHarly  Okn 
Testament  theology  is  not  tied  unreservedly  to  the  existing  form  of 
the  canon,  but  remains  free  to  exercise  its  own  judgment  upon  it. 

Nevertheless  Tuch  a  theology  cannot  restrict  itself  solely  to  the 
ideas  which  emerge  in  the  Old  Testament,  but  must  concern  itself 
with  the  whole  reality  of  the  revelation  of  God  as  this  becomes  evi¬ 
dent  in  historical  institutions  and  the  written  witness  of  the  Old 
Testament.  Thus  eyery  aspect  of  the  modem  study  of  the  Old  Testae 
ment— literary,  philological,  historical,  and  archaeological — comes 
withnf~the~  scope  of  such  a  theological  approach^  and  a  continuous 
contact  with  the  results  obtained  In  each  held  of  scholarship  becomes 
important.  . . 


Twc^factors  of  special  significance  emerge  from  V riezen’s  method^ 
of  approaching  his  task.  The  first)is  his  insistence  that  {the  proper  sub- 
jectmatt^-  is  the  Old  Testament  itself,  arid  not  the  historical 
cCMaentlsrael  (pp.  15,  40,  118,  121  ).r  Thus,  just  as  a  certain  selec¬ 
tivity  is  evident  inThe  testimony  which  the  Old  Testament  makes  to 
the  religion  of  Israel,  so  the  Old  Testament  theologian  maintains  this 


1  All  citations  in  parentheses  are  taken  from  Th.  C.  Vriezen,  An  Outline  of 
Old  Testament  Theology  (Newton,  Mass.:  Charles  T.  Branford  Co.,  19S8). 
Quotations  used  by  permission  of  Basil  Blackwell,  Oxford. 
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principle  of  selectivity  in  his  evaluation  of  its  message.  The  second 
factor  which  is  strongly  insisted  upon  is  that  Old  Testament  theology 
is  a  Christian  discipline  and  must  work  with  Christian  theological 
standards  (pp.  86f.,  89,  91  f.,  121f.).  Thus  it  must  make  the  New_ 
Testament  its  starting  point.  It  is  concerned  not  only  with  the  faith 
of  Israel,  but  with  the  relationship  of  this  faith  to  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment.  This  kind  of  Old  Testament  theology  does  not  evaluate  its 
subject  in  an  arbitrary  fashion,  but  gives  an  insight  into  the  revelatory 
content  of  the  Old  Testament  on  the  ground  of  a  Christian  under¬ 
standing  of  God.  This  confrontation  with  the  New  Testament  need 
not  be  overtly  expressed  or  elaborated,  but  it  will  be  an  underlying, 
factor  in  the  study  and  arrangement  of  the  material.  In  fact,  in  the 
main  body  of  Vriezen's  outline  of  Old  Testament  theology  a  direct 
confrontation  with  the  New  Testament  scarcelyjippears. 

For  the  content  of  Old  Testament  theology  Vriezen  seeks  a  classi- 
fication  of  the  material  which  expresses  an  existential  relationship 
between  man  and  God,  although  he  admits  that  this  structure  is  not 
wholly  satisfactory.  Thus  he  deals  with  the  doctrines  of  God,  man, 
the  relationship  between  them,  and  the  ethical  relationship  between 
man  and  man.  A  concluding  chapter  deals  with  eschatology  as  one 
aspect  of  God's  relationship  to  man  and  the  world. 

CONTENTS  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 


After  this  lengthy  introductory  section,  Vriezen  proceeds  in  the 
second  part  of  his  book  to  describe  the  actual  content  of  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  theology  as^an^nteg^ed^Jhole^  This  theology  may  be  de¬ 
scribed  summarily  as  an  account  of  Israel's  communion  with  God. 
What  Vriezen  regards  as  the  essential  message  of  the  Old  Testament 
is  not  a  disclosure  of  the  Being  of  God  as  he  is  in  himself,  but  rather 
a  revelation  of  the  nature  and  possibility  of  man's  communion  with 
God.  Consequently,  Vriezen  never  opens  a  consideration  of  the 
secret  of  God's  own  Being. 

The  starting  point  for  this  view  of  Old  Testament  theology  is 
found  in  the  Old  Testament  itself  with  its  distinctive  view  of  what 


the^  knowledge  of_  God  means.  This  knowledge  is  something  alto¬ 
gether  different  from  intellectual  knowing,  since  it  appeals  to  the 
whole  life  of  man  and  must  be  expressed  with  the  heart  and  will  as 
well  as  with  the  mind.  It  is  existential  rather  than  ontologicalT^An 
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account  of  such  ajknowledge  cannot  therefore  be  given^  without  re- 
^Holelip  of  man.  Thefundamental  presupposition 
of  the  Old  TestamenfUtefature  is  its  awareness  of  the  reality  of  this/ 
immediate^spiritual  communion  between  God  and  man  which  ulti^ 
mately  rests  “upon  divine  revelafionT ^T^u'ccm^nton^exists  as  a 
spiritual  knowledge,  revealed  by  God;  as  something  Israel  received 
in  a  special  way  in  its  covenant  with  Yahweh”  (p.  133).  The  formal  ^ 
expression  of  Israel's  relationshTp^to"  God  is  thus  found  in  the  con-C^^ 
ceptionof  the  covenant,  which  Ts  tHe  rnost  influential  idea  of  the  Old 
Testament  and  which  was  disclosed  to  Israel  through  the  prophets. 

“Israel  owes  this  knowledge  to  the  special  revelation  granted  to  the 
prophets,  from  the  earliest  times  (Abraham  or  Moses) ;  and  it  was 
preserved  to  the  end  by  the  prophets  alone,  who  spoke  the  explanatory 
Word  of  God  all  through  Israeli  history”  (p.  133).  The  continued 
danger  tha^  beset  Israel  was  that  of  making  this  revealed  knowledge 
into  a  natural  assumption.  The  gdal^orrevelation  Ts  thus  seen  by 
Vriezen  as  ^knowledge  of  man's  communion  with  God^  which  for  / 

Israel  took  ^ReT form  ofTTelief^  ^existing  / 

between  God  and  the  people.  The  medium  ofjevelation  was  ^ophec^,  . 
and  the  sphere-of  its  operation  was  the  whole  of  Israelite  history.  On 
a  more  individualistic  basis  the  outstanding  feature  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment  conception  dfTnaj^  is  that  he  is  created  in  God’s  image.  When  ’  ^ " 
we  inquire  what  meL)ld  Testament  discloses  to  us  therefore,  and 
what  constitutes  its  fundamental  message,  we  can  summarize.  it 
briefly :  God  has,  of  his  own  f ree  will,  entered  into  ^directjcomplete  a 
rektioi^ship jyith-n^^  thereby  overcoming  the  distance  between  man-  | 
land  )£nJ 

Within  this  scheme  describing  the  nature  of  the  communion  be-  ofa 
tween  God  and  man,  which  the  Old  Testament  presupposes  and  to 
which  it  testifies,  Vriezen  is  able  to  introduce  the  characteristic  ideas  /u 
of  Israel’s  faith.  His  chapters  dealing  with  the  doctrines  of  God  and  ^ 
man  are  based  upoii  Reconstructions  of  the  thought-world  of  The  Old 
Testament.  God  is  holy  and  righteous,  and  yet  because  he  is  also 
gracious  and  merciful,  he  enters  into  fellowship  with  men.  Although 
in  the  Old  Testament  this  fellowship  is  primarily  limited  to  Israel,  it 
isjiever  exclusively  the  possession  of  the  one  nation.  The  ultimate  goal 
of  the  salvation  of  Israel  is  the  sharing  of  this  salvation  with  the  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world.  There  is  a  nationalistic  limitation  therefore  in  the 
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Old  Testament  witness  to  God's  communion  with  man,  but  this  is 
never  absolute  and  is  overcome  through  the  greatest  prophetic  per¬ 
sonalities. 

In  the  doctrine  of  man,  Vriezen  deals  with  the  fact  of  human  sin 
and  with  the  various  ways  in  which  the  Old  Testament  describes 
this  reality.  He  follows  this  discussion  with  a  consideration  of  the 
relationship  of  the  individual  to  the  community  and  a  study  of  the 
various  institutions  of  Israelite  society.  The  characteristic  Israelite 
\  conception  of  the  state  was  that  of  alheocra^y,  which  ultimatelyTook 
1  on  an  eschatological  dimension  as  a  belief  in  the  future  kingdom  of 
•^God. 

^  Questions  of  the  nature  and  media  of  divine  revelation  are  dealt 
with  as  aspects  of  the'1  intercourse  between  uod  and  man?  “Theesssn- 
tial  meaning  of  all  revelation  is  the  communion  between  Go4  and 
man;  it  is  the  most  profound  desire  of  individual  piety,  and  the  ulti- 
mSe  promise  of  the  prophetic  message"  (p.  233).  This  revelation 
was  nnf  tied  to  certain  unique  moments  in  Israel's  experience,  but 
'6  was  a jconrint^^  Its  method  of  operation  was  that  God  entered 

contact  with  certain  individuals  whom  he  chose 
and  to  whom  he  granted  his  spirit  and  his  Word*. Jnjfchis  way  the 
relationship  of  God  to  man  remained  thoroughly  personaji 

The  cult  is  also  treated  by  Vriezen  under  the  general  heading  of 
Israel's.. relationship  to  God.  He  fully  acknowledges  the  important 
part  played  by  the  cult ^Tn’lsrael's Religion  and  concedes  that  much 
of  it  bears  a  very  close  relation  to  that  of  neighboring  nations.  Israel 
was  greatly  indebted  to  its  environment  for  the  institutions  and  prac¬ 
tices  of  its  cultic  life,  yet  whatever  Israel  borrowed  was  modified 
by  its  subordination  to  the  idea  of  the  covenant.  “The  cult  exists  as 
a  means  to  integrate  the  communion  between„God  and  man  which 
CJocTHas  instituted  in  His  Covenant,  in  other  words,  the  cult  exists 
for  the  sake  of  the  atonement"  (p.  280).  Thus  the  sacrificial  service 
of  the  sanctuaries  enabled  Israel  to  continue  in  communion  with  God 
through  the  provision  of  a  means  of  atonement  and  reconciliation. 
Within  the  Old  Testament  we  discern  a  growing  moralizing  and 
spiritualizing  of  the  cult,  which  led  to  a  deepening  inwardness  of 
spiritual  life.  At  the  same  time  we  also  observe  the  opposite  phenom¬ 
enon  of  a  growing:  superficiality, ln  which  the  cult  became  a  mere  ob¬ 
servance,  and  even  a  human  achievement.  Nevertheless  Vriezen  re- 
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gards  the  cult  as  an  indispensable  aspect  of_  Israel’sreligion,  in  which 
the  major  contribution  which  it  has  to  make  to  an  Old  Testament 


theology  is  the  idea  of  atonement  which  Jtjupholds. 

The  distinctive  features  of  Israelite^  morality  are  directly  related 
to  Israel’s  religion,  since,  as  in  all  religions,  the  relation  between 
man  and  man  is  fundamentally  determined  by  the  relation  between 
God  ancTinan.  Religion  and  ethics^ are  thus  closely  bound  together. 
The  monotheisticThelief  nf  Israel  contributed  to  its  ethical  achieve¬ 
ment  by  showing  that  the  one  will  of  the  me  God  dominates  the_whole 
of  life. 


Thq-doctrine  oTc^Eofr  is  set  within  certain  limits  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  its  particular  value  for  the  religious  life  is  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  its  connection  with  the  history  of  salvation.  Yet,  just  as 
Israel’s  deepening  spiritual  insight  into  life  gave  it  a  growing  inter¬ 
est  in  God’s  relation  to  the  world,  so  also  did  it  lead  to  a  growth  of 
knowledge  of  the  relationship  between  Israel  and  the  world  of  na¬ 


tions.  This  knowledge  found  its  expression  in  the  conception  of  the 
kingship  of  God,  leading  to  the  idea  of  his  eschatological  kingdom.  I 
The  expectation  of  this  kingdom  was  founded  on  the  absolute  cer-  j 
tainty  of  God’s  kingship  now  and  ever.  ^ 

In  the  Old  Testament  the  hope^of  future  salvation  took  widely 
different  forms  which  cannot  be  brought  into  complete  harmony 
with  each  other.  All  Israel’s  expectations  of  future  salvation,  how¬ 
ever,  arose  out  of  its  faith  in  the  actual  presence  of  the  holy  God  as 
the  God  of  salvation.  Thus,  the  awareness  of  communion  with  God 
ijIjh^r^enLga-Ye-rise.10  an  eschatological  visioiTbr~alnng:aom~oE 
Qgdjyhich  would  be  revealed  in  Israel  for  the  sake  of  mankind.  This 
eschatological  vision  expressed  the  belief  that  God’  because  he  is  the 
God  of  all  human  history,  would  bring  history  to  its  end  in  complete 
communion  between  himself  and  man,  so  he  mighFEeaflliralL 


RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

To  evaluate  the  distinctive  features  of  Vriezen’s  presentation  of  Old 
Testament  theology,  we  must  clarify  as  far  as  possible  the  underlying 
ideas  of  his  work,  and  in  particular  the  idea  of  the  nature  and  mrt-hnrl 
of  revelation.  We  have  already  noted  in  the  survey  of  the  content  of" 
Vriezen’s  theology  that  he  introduces  the  various  media  of  rpyplatinn 
in  Israel  as  features  of  its  continuing  spiritual  communion  with  GodT 
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The  whole  of  Israel's  life  in  fact  was  based  upon  revelation,  since 
tfye  foundersjgf  its  faith  jgereTpmphetic  jersonaEH^^^ghr^oin 
God  spoke  to  men.  Thus  it  is  “an  incontestable  facMhaF the  religion 
of  Israel  (at  any  rate  as  represented  in  the  Old  Testament)  is  funda¬ 
mentally  prophetic  throughout  and  that  the  Old  Testament  revela¬ 
tion  came  to  the  people  of  Israel  first  and  foremost  through 
giediation^i^^  (p.  258) .  Thus,  the  primary  feature  of  revela- 

tion  in  the  Old  Testament  is  that  it  is  mediated  through  human  per¬ 
sonalities  and  is  both  founded  upon  a  spiritual  communion  with 
God  and  testifies  to  this  as  its  chief  goal.  Thus  revelation  has  a  truly 
spiritual  character  and  is  given  directly  and  personally.  The  various 
material  and  external  means  of  discerning  the  will  of  God,  as  in  the 
sacred  lot,  play  little  part  in  the  Old  Testament  religion  of  revelation. 

A  second  important  feature  of  revelation  is  its^  continuing  and 
progressive  characten^There  is  a  spiritual  development  from  Moses 
(or  Abraham)  to  Deutero-Isaiah,  the  last  of  the  great  prophets  in 
whom  the  knowledge  of  the  revelation  of  God  was  deepened  and 
broadened,  with  whom  ’  in  fact,  Jesus  Christ  links  up  directly  and 
to  whom  St.  Paul  goes  back  again  and  again  in  his  Epistles”  (p.  16). 
Revelation  was  thus  not  limited  to  certainjmique  events  or  to  a  few 
chosen^  individuals,  but  introduced  a  continuing  spiritual  growth 
throughout  the  whole  periodjwhich  the  Old  Testament  covers.  “Man 
is  initiated  further  and  further  into  the  truth  concerning  God  and  he 
gains  a  more  profound  spiritual  understanding  of  God  which  enables 
him  to  speak  of  God  in  new  terms  and  purer  forms”  (p.  17).  In  this 
historical  movement  “Jesus  Christ  is_.  • .  the  last  phase  of  the  revela- 
tionjjf _ Godin Jsrael”  (p.  91). 

^"Xeyelatipn  therefore  is^aa^aspect.of  Israel's  communion  with  God 
"sincethiscommunion  is  founded  upon  it  and,  as  a  result  of  fellow¬ 
ship,  with  jGod,  a  fuller  revelation  becomes  possible.  Furthermore  the 
goal  of  this  revealing  action  of  God  is  nothing  less  than  his  disclosure 
to  man  of  the  possibility  of  communion  with  himself.  Throughout 
Vriezen’s  work,  therefore,  we  can  recognize  a  conception  in  which 
revelation  and  communion  with  God  are  regarded  as  closely  related 
facts  of  Israel’s  experience  and  give  to  the  Old  Testament  it^unique 
character.  The  substance  of  this  revelation  is  to  be  defined  not  in 


abstract  or  dogmatic  terms,  but  in  a  deepening  consciousness  of  the 
nature  and  character  of  mads  relationship  to  God. 
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When  we  come  to  inquire  in  what  precise  way  Vriezen  relates  this 
revelatory  element  to  the  history  of  Israel,  we  find  a  rejection  of  any 
attempt  to  divorce  revelation  from  the  actual  course  of  events  or 
from  the  actual  religious  development  which  took  place.  The  methods 
v  andJoolsof  histodcalxriticism  are  indispensable  to  a  proper^reseff" 
v  tation^of  Old  Testament  theology.  “As  a  result  of  the  historical  re¬ 
search  of  this  century  and  the  last  .  .  .  our  insight  into  this  progress 
of  revelation  has  increased  and  deepened”  (p.  16).  Nevertheless.  Ifl- 
though  we  are  committed  to  a  critical  historical  reconstruction  of 
the  development  of  religion  in  IsraelTtEiTmust  not  be  allowed  to  be¬ 
come  a  mere  historicism.  Such  historicism  would  fail  to  discern  the 
/spiritual  facte  r  which  has  been  at  work  in  Israeli  history.  — — - 

Because  Israel  was  established  in  an  oriental  environment  and 
participated  in  the  growth  of  the  ancient  eastern  civilized  world,  it 
inevitably  developed  in  a  living  relationship  to  other  oriental  reli¬ 
gions.  From  these  religions  Israel  was  often  a  borrower,  so  that  the 
growth  of  religion  in  Israel  was  closely  related  to  the  development  of 
the  cultural  and  political  situation  of  the  world  which  formed  its 
environment.  There  is  therefore  both  an  internal  movement  of  reli¬ 
gious  development  within  Israel  and  also  an  external  movement  as 
Israel  was  influenced  by  contact  with  its  Near  Eastern  environment. 
Neither  movement,  however,  is  able  to  account  fully  for  the  unique 
quality  of  Israel's  religion,  which  is  the  result  of  a  particular  spir¬ 
itual  factor  which  interferedU^eeisiveljr-in— Israel's  life  again  and 
again.  It  is  this  element  6tjlivine  interventioii  at  work  in  Israel's 
life  which  made  its  religion  quite  different  from  other  Near  Eastern 
religions,  and  which  was  ultimately  responsible  Tor  the  gift  of  the 
Old  Testament  to  the  world.  The  mode  of  operation  of  this  particular 
force  was  the  inspired  preaching  of  prophetic  personalities. 

In  the  course  ofanaTyzing  Israel's  religious  and  ethical  ideas, 
Vriezen  argues  at  many  points  that  we  can  discern  a  decisive  break 
in  Israel  with  the  ideas  and  practices  which  were  current  among  its 
neighbors.  The  implication  is  that  this  break  is  a  consequence  of  the 
revealing  activity  of  God  so  that,  although  we  cannot  now  wholly 
endorse  all  of  Israel's  beliefs  and  actions,  we  can  recognize  in  them 
a  move  towards  a  more  spiritual  understanding  of  mankind's  com¬ 
munion  with  God. 

Since  an  Old  Testament  theology  must  be  based  upon  a  careful 
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critical  reconstruction  of  the  course  of  Israel's  religious  history,  the 
continued  contact  between  Israel  and  its  environment  must  be  fully 
recognized,  and  acknowledgment  made  of  Israel's  indebtedness  to  its 
neighbors.  The  theologian,  however,  is  concerned  with  more  than  a 
purely  historical  reconstruction  of  the  development  of  Israelite  reli- 
gion,  which  is  the  province  of  phenomenology,  and  seeks  out  the 
""unique  spiritual  qualities  which  become  evident  in  a  study  of  this 
^development  and  which  have  been  preserved  for  us  in  the  Old  Testa- 
|  ment.  Vriezen  argues  that  in  these  qualities  the  revelatory  action  of 
I  God  is  to  be  discerned.  Thus  revelation  takes  place  behind  and  within 
j  Israel's  religion,  and  we  are  in  no  way  committed  to  an  identification 
j  of  every  aspect  of  Israel's  political  and  religious  life  with  the  will  of 


God. 

The  basis  of  this  view  of  revelation  in  the  Old  Testament  is  found 
by  Vriezen  in  Israel's  own  understanding  of  the  media  by  which  God 
communicated  his  will  to  Israel.  The  authority  of  this  revelation  for 
us  is  validated  in  a  number  of  ways,  the  most  important  of  which  is 
that  provided  Try  the  inescapable  relationship  wfoch  the  Qld  Testament 
shares  with  the  New.  "It  [the  Old  Testament]  is  authontative-when 
if  shares  jm  ihe-trutfi  revealed  in  Tesus  Christ — in  other  words,  when 
there  is  an  essential  relation  between  the  message  of  the  Old  Testa- 
)ment  and  the  New  Testament”  (pp.  86-87).  Thus  the  authority  of 
the  Qld  Testament  isLultimately  the  authority  which  has  been  con¬ 
ferred  upon  it  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  its  unique  quality  is  a  result  of 
the  activity  ot  the  Holy  "Spirlf  which  was  revealed  in  him. 

Vriezen  is  careful,  however,  not  to  remove  altogether  the  validation 
of  the  authori^of jthe  Old^Testament  to  a  Person  and  an  event  which 
lie  beyoncfits  compass,  as  though  it  were  not  in  itself  authoritative. 
There  is  aJlistnricaJ--^ontiamty>which  binds  the  revelation  of  God  in 
the  Old  Testament  to  the  revelation  in  Jesus,  and  the  reality  of  Is- 
rael!s_commumoaJwith  God  is  in  no  way  to  be  denied  becaus^that-. 
communion  jwas  raised  to  a  new  height  in  the  Incarnation.  Vriezen 
Jin  fact  sees  a  historical  moyement  in  which  the  coming  of  Christ 
\  represents  the  last  stage  of  the  revealing  activity  of  God.  to  Israelr 
The  whole  of  this  movement  has  a  unique  authority  because  of  the 
reality  of  the  communion  with  God  on  which  it  was  based  and  to 
which  it  led.  Consequently,  thejiuthority  of  the  Old  Testament  is 
not  a  formal  dogmatic  claim  concerning  its  historical  infallibility,  but 
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is  approved  to  our  own  moral  and  spiritual  sensibilities  because  of 
what  it  says  about  God  and  man. 

On  account  of  this  particular  personal  and  spiritual  quality  of 
revelation  it  cannot  be  identified_unconditionally  with  the  contents  of 
the  Old  Testament  canon.  There  are^some  parts  of  its  writings  where 
the  Christian  can  find  the  revelation  of  the  Spirit  of  God  only  with 
great  difficulty,  if  at  all.  Because  this  literature  reflects  the  spirit  and  at¬ 
titude  of  its  own  environment  this  historical  limitation  has  to  be  ac¬ 
knowledged.  Vriezen  does  not  mean  that  the  contents  of  the  canon 
should  be  changed,  but  rather  that  they,  must  be  read  with  a  theo-._. 
logical  and  critical  judgment.  Questions  about  the  authorship  of  the 
biblical  documents  and  their  claim  to  have  been  written  by  divine 
inspiration  do  not  affect  the  vital  issue  of  their  authority  as  revela¬ 
tion.  “With  respect  to  the  truth  of  a  Biblical  writing  it  is  fundamen¬ 
tally  of  no  importance  whether  the  date  of  such  a  writing  is  earlier  or 
later  than  the  date  attributed  to  it  by  the  Old  Testament  tradition  or 
actually  coincides  with  that  date”  (p.  89).  The  doctrine  of  verbal  in¬ 
spiration  must  be  regarded  as  a  later  historical  reflection  which  came 
into  being  after  the  contents  of  the  Old  Testament  canon  had  been 
defined. 

In  conclusion  we  may  formulate  a  statement  of  the  underlying  con¬ 
ception  of  revelation  which  informs  Vriezen’s  work.  Revelation  is_ 
essentially  tl?e  outcome  of  a  personal  communion  between  man  and 
God,  in  which  a  deeper  and  fuller  understanding  of  the  divine  nature 
and  character  becomes  possible.  Such  a  communion  with  God  ex¬ 
isted  in  Israel  in  a  unique  way,  through  the  gracious  intervention  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  in  which  the  primary  medium  was  provided  by 
prophecy.  We  cannot  therefore  unreservedly  identify  every  aspect  of 
Israel’s  religion  with  this  divine  revelation,  nor  can  we  identify  revela¬ 
tion  wholly  with  the  Old  Testament  canon.  It  is  the  task  of  the  theo¬ 
logian  to  search  out  the  element  of  revelation  in  the  Old  Testament 
through  his  own  spiritual  understanding  which  is  made  sensitive  by 
the  revelation  of  God  given  in  Jesus  Christ. 

CRITIQUE 

Our  critique  of  Vriezen’s  work  must  consider  his  methodology,  his 
conception  of  the  canon,  and  his  understanding  of  the  relationship  of 
reveMiOnandhistory. 
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METHODOLOGY, 

The  first  point  which  we  need  to  raise  in  a  critique  of  Vriezen’s 
theology  concerns  the.consisteacy-with  which  he  has  applied  his  own 
methodology.  A  number  of  reviewers  have  noted  a  lack  of  harmony 
between  the^two  parts  of  V riezen^sJbO-Qk»  particularly  in  regard  to 
the  question  of  using  the  revelation  of  the  New  Testament  as  the 
starting  point  for  an  evaluation  of  the  message  of  the  Old.*  Certainly 
it  is  true  that  his  introduction  seems  to  anticipate  a  rather  ^different 
kind  of  theology  from  that  which  is  actually  given.  The  two^  parts 
do  not  harmonize  very  well,  and  the  central  issue  is  that  of  the 
confrontation  vdthjthe  New  Testament.  Vriezen  stresses  the  need 
for  such  a  confrontation  in  outlining  The  task  of  presepjing__an  Old 
Testament  theology  and  yet  is  able  to  write  the  substance  of  his  work 
with  virtually  no  further  direct  reference  to  this  fundamental  prin¬ 
ciple.  Admittedly,  he  states  that  such  a  confrontation  should  be  itn- 
plicit  rather  than  explicit,  but  if  it  is  so  fundamental  the  objection 
\~may  fairly  be  raised  that  this  approach  is  inadequate.  If  the  ultimate 
|  authority  of  the  Old  Testament  as  revelation  lies  in  the  fact  that  Jt 
shares  in  the  truth  revealed  in  Jesus  Christ,  then  this  relationship 
j should  be  demonstrated  in  the  presentation  of  it^theology  rather  than 
/presupposed  as  subjectively  guiding  its  apprehension. 

The  Jack  of  umty  between  the  two  parts  of  Vriezen’s  theology  may 
be  partly  accounted  for  by  the  literary  genesis  of  the  work.  A  com¬ 
parison  of  the  first  Dutch  edition  with  the  second  shows  that  in  the 
latter  the  introductory  material  has  been  greatly  extended  without 
bringing  it  into  complete  harmony  with  the  main  body  of  theology. 
Vriezen  has  himself  recognized  this  and  made  considerable  changes  in 
|  the  third  Dutch  edition  bringing  the  two  parts  into  a  closer  relation, 
and  presenting  their  contents  with  greater  consistency'  The  questibn 
of  the  relationship  between  the  two  Testaments  is  more  fully  con¬ 
sidered,  and  the  idea  of  communion  with  God,  which  is  fundamental 
to  the  main  outline,  is  carried  over  into  the  introduction. 

We  may  still  question,  however,  whether  Vriezen  has  succeeded 
satisfactorily  in  combining  the  theological  and  historical  require- 

aCf.  B.  S.  Childs,  JBL,  78  (1959),  p.  258:  “His  treatment  seldom  penetrates 
beyond  a  description  of  Israel's  faith.  The  reader  is  left  still  wondering  what 
is  meant  by  an  OT  theology  judged  from  the  ‘point  of  view  of  the  Christian 
faith”' 
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merits  of  an  OId_Testament  theology  along  the  lines  which  he  has 
laid  down.  In  presenting  the  Old  Testament  evidence  Vriezen  wholly 
aligns  himself  with  a  historico-critical  method  of  approach,  and  yet 
in  evaluating  the  theological  and  spiritual  significance  of  this  material 
he  asserts  that  we  must  take  as  a  starting  point  the  revelation  of 
Jesus  Christ  in  the  New  Testament.  In  the  light  of  this  assertion  we 
must  ask  whether  the  conviction  of  the  theologian  does  not  come 
into  collision  with  that  of  the  historian  of  religion,  so  that  ideas  and 
institutions  of  great  importance  to  the  Old  Testament  are  neglected 
because  of  their  rejection  by  the  New  Testament.  Israel's  cult  with 
its  elaborate  forms  of  service  is  a  particular  case  in  point.  /Can  the 
theologian  claim  as  a  starting  point  what  was  undoubtedly  not  so  in 
a  strictly  historical  sense  without  breaking  the  bonds  of  historical 
discipline?  Since  the  New  Testament  is  historically  younger  than 
the  Old,  to  use  it  as  the  primary  basis  of  an  Old  Testament  theology 
must  overstep  the  limitations  of  a  strictly  historical  method.  Because 
of  his  commitment  to  the  historical  method  Vriezen  is  content  to 
preserve  the  historical  character  of  his  theology  without  bringing  it 
into  a  direct  and  explicit  confrontation  with  the  New  Testament 
revelation.  By  so  doing,  however,  he  seems  to  take  an  approach  which 
is  inconsistent  with  his  claim  that  the  revelation  of  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment  must  be  recognized  as  a  basic  presupposition  for  a  theological 
understanding  of  the  contents  of  the  Old.  The  methodological  con¬ 
sequences  of  such  a  recognition  are  very  far-reaching  and,  as  a  theo¬ 
logical  construction,  would  call  for  a  more  detailed  demonstration 
than  the  historical  requirements  of  Vriezen’s  Old  Testament  theology 
allow  to  be  given.  Certainly  the  main  substance  of  his  theological 
outline  appears  less  dependent  upon  the  "New  Testament  than  his 
statement  of  the  principle  anticipates. 

CANON 

In  his  conception  of  the  Old  Testament  canon  Vriezen  raises 
several  questions  which  call  for  further  examination.  After  making 
the  valuable  distinction  between  a  history  of  the  religion  of  Israel 
and  a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament,  Vriezen  does  not  develop  this 
distinction  fully.  He  argues  that  the  literature  of  the  Old  Testament 
arose  out  of  the  unique  spiritual  quality  of  Israel’s  communion  with 
God,  capturing  its  deepest  insights  and  preserving  them  for  mankind. 
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While  this  observation  is  no  doubt  true,  it  fails  to  explain  sufficiently 
the  motives  that  led  to  the  production  of  an  Old  Testament  canon. 

In  what  ways  did  Israelite^andLIewa  believe  that  the  collection  of 
ffiejr_sacredL.-Scriptures  would  contribute  to  their  own  communion 
with  God  ?  Undoubtedly  something  mpre  wasTin^ 
i  recording  the  insights  of  the  past  ' One  of  the  most  remarkable  fea- 
|  tures  of  the  Israelite  religion  was  its^transitipn  from  a  cultic  to  a 
scriptural  piety.  In  this  transition  they  moved  away  from  a  central 
emphasis  upon^gga^gymon^^  the  cul{to)an  emphasis  upon 

r^?^o^edge^of^Gpd  throty^^  for  which  the 

/M&serveS  as  a  medium  ofcommmK  character  of  Israel’s 

"  religion  changed  dramatically  during  the  course  of  its  history,  and 
thejflrq^tionjpj.jy^npn^  significant  out¬ 

come  of  thischange.  By  possession  of  the  writings  of  the  law  and  the" 
prophets,  Jews^nof"only  sought  to  preserve  the  spiritual  insights  of 
their  past,  but  also  believed  that  they  had  a  guarantee  of  their  own 
divine  election  and  an  assurance  of  a  coming  eschatological  vindication 
rby  God.3  In  a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  an  examination  of  the 
J  particular  religious  and  political  pressures  which  contributed  to  the 
j  formation  of  the  Old  Testament  canon  would  seem  to  require  a 

j  larger  place  than  Vriezen  gives  to  it.  _ 

^  Another  question  may  also  be  raised  about  thfe  capdn.  Both  his- 
tpncaJjyand  theologically,  in  the  Old  Testament  canon  the  law  has 
the  primary  position  over  the  pmpheta  and  the  still  less  important 
[writings.  Vriezen,  however,  claims  that  the  Old  Testament  as  a 
j  whole  is  truly^ropheti^  90),  and  throughout  all  its 

parts  its  spiritual  content  has  been  determined  by  its  prophetic  origin. 

I  This  judgment  is  wholly  consonant  with  Vriezen’s  particular"  coSP 
cention  of  revelation,  but  it  doesjnot  agree  witiTtlie^c^^ 
development  of  the  canon  nor  with  tffiT  normal  emphasis  oiTjudaism. 
The  law  was  undoubtedly  first,  and  although  it  is  arguable  that  its 
j  contents  are  informed  by  thejjrophetic  spirit,  this  spirit  is  certainly 
not  as-prominent  as  in  the  second  division  of  the  canon.  It  is  hard  to 
j  escape  the  conclusion  that  the  cdnception  ofTevelatioiT which  becomes 
evident  in  a  study  of  the  canon,  and  which  Judaism  has  traditionally 


J  upheld,  is  different  from  that  which  Vriezen  makes.  In  the  Old 

•Vriezen  briefly  draws  attention  to  the  influence. jof  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  in 
586  b.c.  upon  the  formation  of  the  Old  Testament  canon  (pp.  40f.J[ 
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Testament  this  conception  is  not  so  rigidly  prophetic  as  Vriezen  con- 
tends. 

HISTORY 

We  may  put  further  questions  to  Vriezen's  work  about  its  conception 
of  history,  an<jjhe  relation  of  history  to  revelation.  We  have  al¬ 
ready  seen  that  Vriezen  accepts  the  thesis  that  revelation  is  medi¬ 
ated  through  persons  who  stand  in  a  close  communion  with  God.  He 
does  not  enteriHtcfany  argument  therefore  about  revelation  through  / 
historical  events  and  the  role  of  human  interpretation  of  such  events,  j 
For  Vriezen  the  primary  emphasis-liesujupoii  the  human  interpreted 
tion  of  the  divine  will  under  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Through-^] 
ouTits^Tiisfory  Israel  enjoyed  a  succession  of  prophetic  personalities, 
beginning  with  Moses,  through  whom  the  divine  will  was  made 
known.  Thus  through  these  persons  Israel's  whole  history  took  on 
a  revelatory  significance.  In  criticism  of  this  view,  which  is  somewhat 
reminiscent  of  the  views  of  Wellhausen  and  Duhm,  we  may  argue 
that  the  Old  Testament  does  stress  the  divine  hand  in  historical 
events,  e.g.,  the  Exodus  and  the  Exile,  in  a  way  which  must  be  fully 
allowed  for  in  any  conception  of  revelation.  One  of  the  most  dis¬ 
tinctive  features  of  the  Old  Testament  is  that  its  writings  present  an 
increasing  emphasis  upon  the  role  of  Moses  as  the  supreme  mediator 
of  the  knowledge  of  God,  a  role  which  .placed  him  above  the  prophets^ 
As  the  emphasis  upon  a  received  divinejaw  increased,  so  the  freedom 
of  inspired  prophetic  individuals  decreased,  and  this  emphasis  upon 
law  belongs  essentially  to  that  development  which  produced  an  Old 
Testament.  Thus  the  Old  Testament  itself  presents  us  with  a  chang¬ 
ing  conception  of  jrevelation. 

The^  question  of  historicaLgrowth  and  development  is  a  besetting 
problem  for  any  presentation  of  Old  Testament  theology.  By  taking 
a  classification  of  basic  ideas — God,  man,  the  relationship  between 
God  and  man  and  between  man  and  man — it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
give  adequate  room  to  the  great  change?  that  took  Tlace  in  -  Israel's 
religion,  particularly  through  the  great  turning  point  of  the  Exile, 
which  affected  each  of  these  basic  doctrines.  Without  an  analysis  of 
this  historical  development  in  Israel  one  cannot  show  the  true  sig¬ 
nificance  of  that  spiritual  movement  which  led  to  the  formation  of  a 
canon  of  scripture  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  the  eventual  dispensing 
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with  such  fundamental  institutions  as  the  temple  and  sacrifice  on  the 
other.  Indeed,  one  may  argue  that  this  spiritual  movpmpnt  is  of 
paramount  importance  to  an  Old  Testament  theology  because  of  its 
relation  to  the  formation  of  the  canon  and  to  the  claim  of  the  New 
Testament  to  be  the  fulfillment  jrfjthe  Old. 

'  Also  in  relation  to  the  problem  of  historical  development  we  may 
question  Vriezen’s  treatment  of  Israelite  eschatology.  This  discussion 
appears  at  the  end  of  his  work  as  an  elaboration  of  the  doctrine  of 
God’s  relationship  to  the  cosmos  and  the  world  of  nations.  He  claims 
that  eschatology  arises  out  of  the  conception  of  God’s  kingship  in  the 
present  and  points  towards  a  coming  kingdom  of  God  over  the  na¬ 
tions.  Its  basis  lies  in  the  communion  with  God  which  Israel  ex¬ 
perienced,  pointing  forward  to  a  deepening  of  that  communion  and 
a  sharing  of  it  with  other  nations.  In  this  way  eschatology  appears 
as  an  extension  of  Israel’s  faith  into  the  future,  providing  a  goal  for 
its  spiritual  ambit ion^Vriegen  offers  a  very:  judicious,  survey  of  the 
j^rious_tiieonesjyhi^ 

e s^atologicariiope/E utlt  is  questionable  whether  he  has  shown  suf- 
ficientI)Tits~ radicaT nature.  The  element  of  catastrophe  in  Israel’s 
history,  especially  as  it  was  experienced  in  the  Babylonian  exile,  and 
the  breakup  of  the  earlier  political  and  cultic  assurances  of  God’s 
present  kingship  contributed  in  no  small  measure  to  this  hope.  Faith 
in  the  future  arose  not  simply  out  of  Israel’s  present  fellowship  with 
God,  but  out  of  an  experience  in  which  that  fellowship  seemed  placed 
in  jeopardy.  Thus  every  aspect  of  Israel’s  faith  was  affected  by  that 
threatening  experience,  and  the  various  institutions  and  doctrines 
;  which  testified  to  Israel’s  communion  with  God  underwent  great 
L_changes  as  a  result  of  it. 

^n~summjhg  up^we  may  acknowledge  Vriezen’s  great  achievement 
in  presenting  a  coherent,  systematic,  and  spiritually  discerning  theol¬ 
ogy  of  the  Old  Testament.  The  influence  of  reformed  dogmatics  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  the  great  Dutch  school  of  researclTinto  the 
history  of  religion  on  the  other,  may  bojth  be  discemed.  The  greatest 
strength  j)f  Vr iezen’s jwork  lies  in  his  firrnjrefusaHo  isolate  revelation 
in  any  way  from  the  actuaLreligibn  brisrael.  At  no  point  will  he 
concede  that  we  can  have  revelation  without  religion,  either  by  locat¬ 
ing  it  in  historical  events  which  are  anterior  to  the  growth  of  the  reli¬ 
gion  or  by  limiting  it  to  the  spiritual  ideas  which  that  religion  en- 
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gendered.  Israel's  religion,  with  the  whole  range  of  its  cultic  institu¬ 
tions,  is  claimed  as  a  religion  of  revelation  because  it  was  founded 
upon  and  promoted  that  communion  with  God  which  makes  revela¬ 
tion  possible. 

In  the  main  outline  of  his  theology  Vriezen  has  refined  existing 
approaches  to  the  subject,  rather  than  attempting  a  radically  new  ap¬ 
proach,  although  the  introductory  part  of  his  work  points  towards  a 
very  distinctive  conception  of  the  Old  Testament  theologian's  task. 
The  problem  of  harmonizing  the  demands  of  theological  insight  wiffi~~ 
historical  discipline  is  evident  here,  as  in  other  modern  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  theologies,  and  Vriezen  has  sought  to  maintain  a  critical  exact¬ 
ness  with  a  thoroughly  theological  purpose. 
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Edmond  Jacob 
Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 


by  Robert  B.  Laurin 


Edmond  Jacob  was  born  into  a  pastor's  family  on  November  1,  1909 ,  at  Bcblen- 
heim,  France.  He  was  educated  in  Strasbourg,  Paris,  and  Jerusalem.  After 
having  served  two  pastorates,  in  1941  he  became  Professor  of  Old  Testament 
at  Montpellier .  In  1946  he  moved  to  a  similar  position  at  the  University  of 
Strasbourg. 


The  strength  of  Edmond  Jacob's  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 
lies  in  its  concise  and  synthetic  presentation  of  the  basic  ingredients 
of  Old  Testament  faith.  Although  one  would  need  Eichrodt  or  von 
Rad  for  a  more  comprehensive  understanding  of  Old  Testament 
theology,  yet  Jacob  is  not  at  all  superficial.  One  of  the  delights  of  the 
book  is  the  profundity  of  insight  that  is  expressed  in  many  a  de¬ 
ceptively  simple  paragraph  or  sentence.  But  the  book  is  brief,  and 
often  its  profundity  does  not  become  clear  until  one  has  seen  it  in  the 
perspective  of  further  detailed  study.  The  volume  was  first  pub¬ 
lished  in  French  in  1955,  and  then  was  translated  into  English  in 
1958. 

A  second  edition  in  French  appeared  in  the  early  part  of  1968 
with  a  new  preface  in  which  Jacob  discusses  some  criticisms  of  the 
first  edition,  takes  a  look  at  von  Rad's  approach  to  theology,1  and 
stresses  the  unique  place  of  a  “theology"  of  the  Old  Testament  among 
studies  of  Israel's  history,  canon,  and  religion.  He  also  adds  a  few 

xCf.  Jacob’s  longer  critique  of  von  Rad  in  “La  theologie  de  l’ancien  Testa¬ 
ment:  etat  present  et  perspectives  d'avenir,”  EThL,  44  (1968),  pp.  424-426. 
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new  bibliographic  notes.  Apart  from  this  preface,  however,  the  book 
contains  the  same  text  as  thefirst  edition.  Jacob  quite  rightly  ob¬ 
serves  that  more  extensive  revision  would  entail  a  completely  new 
book,  although  he  does  suggest  some  changes  he  would  make.  Pro¬ 
fessor  Jacob  has  written  elsewhere  on  a  diversity  of  topics  in  the 
field  of  Old  Testament,  including  studies  on  various  aspects  of  his¬ 
tory,  theology,  criticism,  and  archaeology.  The  bibliography  at  the 
end  of  this  chapter  will  provide  guidance  to  materials  that  will  eluci¬ 
date  more  completely  many  of  the  topics  which  are  so  concisely  dis¬ 
cussed  in  Jacob’s  Theology . 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

f  One  encounters  a  difficulty  with  Jacob’s  approach  to  Old  Testa- 
f  ment  theology  in  the  opening  statement  of  the  book:  “The  theology 
j  of  the  Old  Testament  may  be  defined  as  the  systematic  account  of 
l  the  specific  religious  ideas  which  can  be  found  throughout  the  Old 
)  Testament  and  which  form  its  profound  unity”  (p.  11). 2  His  work 
then  is  not  a  presentation  of  all  religious  phenomena,  but  only  of  the 
unifying  ideas.  The  problem,  of  course,  lies  in  the  use  of  the  expres¬ 
sion  “specific  religious  ideas.”  This  seems  to  run  counter  to  what  we 
have  been  shown,  particularly  in  the  past  generation,  about  the 
central  historical  orientation  of  the  Old  Testament,  namely,  that 
it  is  act-centered,  rather  than  idea^centered.  Certainly  such  an  em¬ 
phasis  would  be  the  opposite  of  foqJRnofc  approach  to  theology  as 
the  kerygmatic  recital  of  the  acts  of  GocL  However,  Jacob  does  not 
mean  what  the  first  impression  suggests.  As  one  continues  to  read 
PKe  finds  expressions  like  these:  “The  Bible  contains  not  a  timeless 
\  revelation,  but  a  word  of  God  for  particular  men  in  particular  circum- 
I  stances”  (p.  27) ;  “theology  does  not  work  with  ideas,  but  with 
|  historical  facts”  (p.  28)  ;  “there  is  no  history  without  theology  and 
j  no  theology  without  history”  (p.  30) ;  and  “the  Old  Testament  does 
j^not  bring  us  ideas  about  God,  but  acts  of  God”  (p.  32) . 

The  confusion  may  be  due,  as  J.  Bright  suggests,  to  the  fact  that 
two  different  French  words  have  both  been  translated  as  “ideas” — 

*  Edmond  Jacob,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament ,  Eng.  trans.  by  A.  W. 
Heathcote  and  P.  J.  Allcock  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  1958). 
All  citations  in  parentheses  are  taken  from  this  book. 
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notions  (used  in  the  initial  definition  on  page  11)  and  idees  (used  in 
other  quotations) .  Apparently  these  terms  have  different  connotations 
in  Jacob's  mind.8  For  him,  “specific  religious  ideas"  (notions)  means 
specific  theological  themes  and  descriptions  which  emerge  out  of  God's 
relationship  to  history.4  This  historical-connotational  understanding 
is  confirmed  by  Jacob's  statement  that  the  book  deals  “only  with  God 
and  his  relationship  with  man  and  the  world.  Piety,  religious  institu¬ 
tions  and  ethics  are  not  part  of  Old  Testament  theology's  specific 
domain"  (p.  32). 

Two  jdominant  themes  provide  the  rubrics  under  which  Jacob 
discusses  Old  Testament  theology — the  presence  of  God  manifested 
as  sovereign  over  the  world,  and [  the  ACTiON“of  God  manifested  as 
savior  of  the  world.  Part  I  of  the  book,  entitled  “Characteristic 
Aspects  of  thcTGod  of  the  Old  Testament,”  deals  with  the  “presence 
of  God"  revealed  through  his  titles,  his  relation  to  other  gods  and 
powers,  his  forms  of  appearance,  and  his  attributes  of  holiness, 
righteousness,  faithfulness,  love,  wrath,  and  wisdom.  Part  II,  titled 
“The  Action  of  God  according  to  the  Old  Testament,"  discusses  the 
“action  of  God"  through  his  Spirit  and  Word,  in  creation,  in  man,  in 
history,  and  in  institutional  figures  and  forms.  Part  III,  called  “Op¬ 
position  to  and  Final  Triumph  of  God's  Work,"  combines  both 
themes  of  “presence"  and  “action"  in  a  study  of  sin  and  redemption, 
death,  the  future  life,  and  the  consummation  of  God's  work  in  history 
in  the  messianic  kingdom.  The  brevity  of  this  section  is  a  major 
weakness. 

Throughout  all  three  parts  Jacob  stresses  that  the  presence  and 
action  of  God  are  “manifested,"  that  is,  are  related  to  history  and 
not  simply  to  philosophical  speculation  about  God's  essence  or  to 
ideas  about  him.  The  word  of  God.  writes  Tacob,  is  to  be  understood 
“comme  la  parole  d’un  Dieu  tou jours  en  action  adressee  a  un  peuple 
toujours  en  marche.”5  This  remark  would  seem  to  blunt,  at  least 

*J.  Bright,  “Edmund  Jacoby /Theology  of  the  Old  Testament/. Z-ET,  73 
(July,  1962),  p.  305.  ‘  ~ 

4Cf.  E.  Jacob,  La  tradition  historique  en  Israel  (Montpellier:  1946),  for  a 
penetrating  study  of  Israel's  historical  perspectives.  Cf.  also  his  important  word 
about  the  future  of  theology  as  a  historical  science  in  his  previously-mentioned 
article  in  EThL ,  44  (1968),  pp.  426-427. 

•E.  Jacob,  Theologie  de  Yancien  Testament,  Deuxieme  ed.  (Neuchatel:  1968), 
p.  viii. 
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partly,  the  objection  of  Bright  that  placing  the  section  on  characteristic 
aspects  of  God  before  the  one  on  the  action  of  God  will  “convey  to 
the  unwary  reader  the  impression  that  Israel’s  faith  consisted  first  in 
a  certain  view  of  God,  certain  ideas  about  Him,  and  only  secondarily 
in  the  awareness  of,  and  response  to,  the  divine  action  in  history/’ 6 
Perhaps  so,  but  of  course  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  “unwary 
reader  ’  will  study  the  text  of  Jacob’s  discussion.  If  he  does,  he 
cannot  escape  the  constant  reference  by  the  author  to  the  fact  that 
these  characteristic  aspects  of  God  are  all  seen  within  the  context  of 
historical  experience. 

/  There  is,  however,  some  further  confusion.  Jacob  claims,  as  we 
/saw,  that  “piety,  religious  institutions  and  ethics  are  not  part  of  Old 
I  Testament  theology’s  specific  domain.”  But  this  cannot  be  true  ab- 
solutely.7  Certainly  God  does  not  reveal  himself  in  such  an  abstract 
fashion  that  he  simply  discloses  truths  about  himself.  God  acts  so  that 
man  will  respond  in  certain  ways  and  through  that  response  find 
fullness  of  life.  A  person  can  experience  true  humanity  only  when  the 
revelation  becomes  a  specific  “I-Thou”  encounter  for  him.  Here  again, 
however,  Jacob’s  confusion  stems  not  from  his  failure  to  comprehend 
the  situation,  but  rather  from  the  limitations  of  his  initial  definition. 
In  claiming  that  one  of  the  themes  of  the  Old  Testament  is  God’s 
manifestation  of  his  presence  as  sovereign  Lord,  Jacob  states :  “that 
is  why  the  fear  of  God  is  at  the  basis  of  all  piety  and  all  wisdom” 
(p.  32).  He  then  deals  with  the  matter  in  his  brief  section  on  “The 
Imitation  of  God,  the  Principle  of  the  Moral  and  Spiritual  Life”  (pp. 
173-177).  Furthermore  he  has  a  chapter  on  “God  in  Institutions” 
(pp.  233-279)  in  which  he  deals  with  the  theological/secular  char¬ 
acter  of  such  roles  as  king,  priest,  and  such  matters  as  cult  and  law. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

Jacob  claims,  as  we  saw,  that  “there  is  no  history  without  theology 
and  no  theology  without  history”  (p.  30).  Why  does  he  make  this 
judgment?  Simply  because  in  the  Old  Testament  faith  is  grounded 
in  the  fact  that  God  really  acted  in  the  events  of  Israel’s  life.  In  his 


•  Bright,  op.  ext.,  p.  30 7.  Cf.  also  Arnold  Rhodes’  review  of  Jacob’s  Theology 
in  Interpretation,  13  (1959),  pp.  468-470,  for  a  similar  criticism. 

7  Jacob  recognizes  this  briefly  in  the  preface  to  the  second  edition,  p.  v.  Cf. 
also  his  article  in  EThL ,  44  (1968),  p.  430. 
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chapter  on  “God  the  Lord  of  History”  (pp.  183-232),  perhaps  the 
finest  part  of  the  book,  Jacob  spells  out  in  detail  what  he  means.  He 
sees  a  double  relationship  between  history  and  faith:  History  gives 
faith  objective  reality,  while  faith  makes  history  understandable.  On 
the  one  hand,  as  the  credo  shows  (Deuteronomy  26:5-9),  faith  is  a 
confession  about  a  series  of  actual  events ;  thus  it  is  not  mere  specula¬ 
tion  or  philosophy.  On  the  other  hand,  the  prophets  and  historians^ 
describe  the  events  of  Israel’s  history  as  part  of  a  divine  plan.  In  his  ■ 
discussion  of  the  acts  of  God  in  Israel’s  history  Jacob  needs  more  j 
careful  delineation  of  the  dating  of  the  various  Old  Testament  texts  1 
that  he  quotes.  The  same  criticism  applies  to  his  study  of  various! 
biblical  words.  The  tendency  is  to  obscure  the  development  of  con¬ 
cepts  in  various  periods  of  Israel’s  life.  At  this  point  Jacob  makes 
clear  his  difference  with  any  kind  of  theology  that  would  dissolve 
history  into  an  existential  encounter.  Faith  is  based  on  a  series  of 
events  that  are  directed  towards  a  goal.  He  points  out  that  the  unique 
element  in  the  biblical  view  of  history  is  not  that  God  is  the  initiator 
of  events ;  all  religions  hold  to  this.  Whatjsets  the  biblical  revelation 
apart  is  that  God  has  a  purpose  in  these  events  which  embraces  jdl  , 
'mankind; 1 There  is  order  and  direction  to  universal  history,  but  history 
is  not  merely  mechanical,  the  unfolding  of  a  plan  fixed  in  advance. 
Rather  Yahweh  respects  human  freedom,  “so  history  always  appears 
to  be  a  drama  in  which  the  two  protagonists,  God  and  men,  call  one 
another,  flee  from  one  another  and  finally  become  reconciled”  (p. 
189).  Thus^Jacob  also  takes  his  stand. against  a  theology  that  would 
view  history_as  a  process  in  which  God  himself  deyelops. 

The  events  of  the  history  are  far  from  being  compared  with  God’s  presence 
itself.  .  .  .  God’s  presence  in  history  is  that  of  the  hidden  God  whose  in¬ 
tentions  always  remain  full  of  mystery  in  men’s  eyes  (Isaiah  45:15;  55:8), 
but  the  hidden  God  is  also  the  one  who  comes  at  certain  moments  in  time 
to  demonstrate  through  certain  events  the  totality  of  his  being  and  of  his 
action.  This  coming  of  God  into  history— we  prefer  the  term  coming,  as 
being  more  dynamic  than  presence — is  on  God’s  side  an  action  and  at  the 
same  time  an  interpretation.® 

In  other  words,  God  both  acts  and  entrusts  his  word  of  interpreta¬ 
tion  to  a  prophet  (Amos  3:7),  so  that  the  presence  of  a  prophet  is 
the  sign  of  a  crisis  in  history ;  something  is  being  unfolded  by  God. 

8  Ibid.  See  also  E.  Jacob,  Grundfragen  Alttestamentlicher  Theologte .  Franz 
Delitzsch-Vorlesungen  1965  (Stuttgart:  Kohlhammer,  1970), 
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The  question  of  the  relationship  of  God  to  the  world  has  for 
centuries  been  a  problem,  yet  there  is  a  difficulty  here  with  Jacob's 
description.  Granted  that  God  is  not  to  be  confused  with  all  the  events 
of  history ;  what  does  Jacob  mean  by  the  “coming  of  God  into  hist¬ 
ory”?  At  first  reading  this  soundsTike~~ i  supndusforical~Godi  one 
who  is  unrelated  to  the  normal  course  of  events,  one  who  only  inter¬ 
venes  at  crucial  moments.  Perhaps  Jacob  means  this,  but  his  stress 
upon  history  as  a  drama  with  two  protagonists,  God  and  men,  would 
seem  to  deny  such  a  conception  of  God.  Would  he  go  so  far  as  to 
agree  with  the  judgment  of  L.  C.  Birch  that  “God's  purposes  embody 
what  is  potentially  possible  for  the  world.  They  are  not  achieved  by 
mechanical  intervention  but  by  the  persuasive  lure  of  value  and  pur¬ 
pose"  ? 9  Further  clarification  of  this  point  would  help. 

The  faith^of-fsrael,  says  Japob^is. based  on  two  main  historical 
events — thd^Exodujb  and  the  (Day  of  Yahweix)  These  two  events  are 
interrelated  as-tWo  periods  in"^he^same-dri§foiy,  so  that  the  Exodus 
with  the  subsequent  conquest  bears  a  typological  relationship  to  the 
,  Day  of  Yahweh.  Between  these  there  are  “many  interventions  of 
f  Yahweh  but  they  only  serve  to  confirm  and  make  explicit  the  initial 
:  revelation  of  the  Exodus  or  to  announce  the  future  kingship  of 
|  Yahweh"  (p.  190).  Thus,  the  Exodus  with  its  cluster  of  events  was 
the  central  element  in  Israel's  confession  of  faith  (Deuteronomy  26:5- 
9;  6:20-24;  Joshua  24:2-13;  Psalms  77:12-20;  78;  105;  136).  Each 
generation  considered  that  it  too  had  experienced  the  deliverance  (cf. 
Amos  3:2),  Other  elements  were  added  to  this  in  cultic  usage,  such 
as  the  Sinai  and  temple  themes,  but  these  were  simply  further  ex¬ 
pressions  of  the  purpose  and  goal  of  the  Exodus.  Here  Jacob  follows 
von  Rad  and  Noth  in  viewing  the  Sinai  event,  „f or  ^example,  as 
initially  not  part  of  the.  Exodus  ^story,  but  added  later  out  of  a  variant 
tradition.  This  point  of  view,  however,  is  becoming  increasingly  more 
difficult  to  hold.10 


DL.  Charles  Birch,  Nature  &  God  (Philadelphia:  The  Westminster  Press. 
1965),  p.  96. 

10  Cf.  Walter  Beyerlin,  Origins  and  History  of  the  Oldest  Simitic  Traditions, 
trans.  S.  Rudman  (Oxford:  Basil  Blackwood,  1965).  Beyerlin  argues  persua¬ 
sively  for  the  original  linkage  of  the  Exodus  and  Sinai  themes.  Cf.  also  Murray 
Lee  Newman,  Jr.,  The  People  of  the  Covenant:  A  Study  of  Israel  from  Moses 
to  the  Monarchy  (Nashville:  Abingdon  Press,  1962). 
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Then  Jacob  sees  the  Exodus  cluster  of  events  used  typologically 
for  the  Day  of  Yahweh.  The  prophets,  particularly  the  two  great 
prophets  of  the  Exile,  Ezekiel  and  Second  Isaiah,  did  not  view  the 
disaster  of  Israel's  destruction  as  an  invalidation  of  the  ancient  credo. 
“Both  stress  the  point  that  the  temporary  loss  of  national  inde¬ 
pendence  is  the  result  of  multiple  disloyalties  to  the  covenant,  but  the 
punishment  is  only  transitory,  while  the  promise  will  have  a  still 
finer  flowering  than  in  the  time  of  Moses"  (pp.  192-193).  There  will 
be  a  new  Exodus  (Isaiah  54)  with  an  invitation  to  drink  at  the  well 
of  living  water  (Isaiah  55:1),  a  new  passage  from  death  to  life 
(Ezekiel  36-37),  a  new  wilderness  wandering  (Ezekiel  20:35),  and 
finally  a  new  temple  (Ezekiel  47).  Thus,  for  Jacob,  there  is  no  con-  J 
tradiction  between  eschatology  and  history :  “it  is  important  to  bear  / 
in  mind  that  for  Israel  it  is  less  a  matter  of  the  end  than  of  the  coming/ 
of  Yahweh  which  marks  the  end  of  a  period  but  which,  because  he! 
is  essentiallythe  living  God,  inaugurates  a  new  beginning"  (p.  190j 
n.  1 ) .  (Historv  is  ever  moving  onward  toward  a  purposive  goal,  be¬ 
cause  hiSteryis  not  only  a  revelation  by  which  God  shows  himself  to 
man,  but  also  a  redemption  by  which  he  saves  him.  Here  Jacob  has 
rightly  stressed  the  historical  character  of  typology ;  future  events 
bear  an  analogical  relationship  to  past  events  as  parts  of  a  historical 
process  in  which  God's  basic  purposes  remain  the  same.  There  can 
be  a  correspondence  between  the  Exodus  and  the  Day  of  Yahweh 
because  they  represent  the  same  God  at  work  in  the  world.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  historicity  of  the  Exodus  events  is  never  weakened  by 
the  typological  meaning  they  acquired  in  later  times. 

Jacob  has  difficulty  regarding  the  relation  to  history  of  two  elements 
in  Old^estamenltradition— the  apocalyptic  and  the  wisdom  books  of 
Job  and  Ecclesiastes.  He  feels  that  history  has  been  weakened  in  the 
apocalyptic  sections  by  its  determinism  and  use  of  old  mythical  ideas. 
But  is  this  so?  Granted  that  the  mythical  trappings  and  the  deter¬ 
ministic  structure  are  there,  is  not  this  only  another  form  of  the  same 
historical  consciousness?  Is  not  the  use  of  a  scheme  of  world  ages 
another  example  of  the  utilization  of  a  mythical  framework,  as  in 
Genesis  1,  to  show  the  progress  of  history  and  to  stress  God's 
sovereignty  over  all  of  life?  One  must  read  the  mythical  framework 
against  the  background  of  Daniel  9  and  Daniel's  prayer  of  confession. 
There  the  foundation  of  Israel's  life  in  its  covenant  is  reiterated,  and 
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the  petition  is  given  for  God  to  “give  heed  and  act”  (9:19),  concepts 
reflective  of  the  fact  that  Daniel  truly  conceived  of  history  as  “drama” 
where  both  man  and  God  were  involved. 

In  the  wisdom  literature,  Jacob  claims,  “revelation  through  history 
is  wanting”  (p.  197).  But  again  is  this  only  an  apparent  contradic¬ 
tion  ?  Certainly  neither  Job  nor  Ecclesiastes  is  based  on  an  historical 
scheme  (nor  are  Proverbs  or  Song  of  Songs  for  that  matter),  but 
is  not  their  appearance  in  the  canon  an  important  foil  which  illu¬ 
minates  the  Old  Testament’s  historical  orientation?  Ecclesiastes’ 
frustrated  search  for  the  summum  bonum  by  investigating  things 
“under  the  sun”  is  a  demonstration  of  the  Old  Testament  historian’s 
point  that  life  does  not  contain  its  own  meaning  apart  from  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  faith  received  by  revelation  (a  point  made  by  Jacob  on  p. 
149).  And  Job  adds  the  important  note  that  the  full  meaning  of  God’s 
actions  in  the  world  is  ultimately  mysterious.  Nonetheless  one  can  be 
assured  of  God’s  gracious  purposefulness.  By  pointing  to  his  provi¬ 
dence  which  cares  for  the  natural  order,  God  implies  to  Job  a  com¬ 
parable  purposeful  care  for  mankind.  Thus  although  history  is  hidden 
in  these  books,  it  is  nevertheless  there. 

CONTENTS  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

The  three  major  sections  of  Jacob’s  work  deal  respectively  with  the 
presence  of  God,  the  action  of  God,  and  the  opposition  in  the  world 
which  God  ultimately  overcomes. 

CHARACTERISTIC  ASPECTS  OF  THE  GOD  OF  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT 

The  first  major  theme  of  Old  Testament  theology — the  “presence 
of  God” — rests  on  the  basic  affirmation  that  God  exists  as  sovereign 
over  the  world.  This  assertion  is  expressed,  however,  not  in  the  form 
of  philosophical  speculation  or  argument,  but  in  illustrations  taken 
from  the  experiences  of  Israel.  God  is  predominantly  one  who  is 
involved  in  history.  Therefore,  the  stress  of  the  Old  Testament  is 
always  first  on  God’s  “life,”  and  then  secondarily  on  his  “eternity.” 

L  IF  was  this  “life”  that  guaranteed  Israel’s  continued  existence,  for 
in  contrast  to  all  other  gods,  only  the  living  Yahweh  could  fulfill  his 
promises  (Jeremiah  10:9-10;  Ezekiel  17 :19).  This  theme  of  a  “living 
God”  dominates  the  whole  book,  for  Jacob  attempts  to  show  us  that 
the  unity  of  the  Old  Testament  lies  in  its  constant  affirmation  that 
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only  God’s  being  and  will  bring  life  to  the  world,  while  all  that  op¬ 
poses  God  brings  death. 

Jacob  spends  the  rest  of  this  section  on  characteristic  aspects  of 
God  showing  the  three  basic  ways  the  presence  of  God  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed.  The  first  way  has  been  through  the  diviner  names.  As 
part  of  this  section  Jacob  deals  with  the  relationship  of  God  to  other 
gods.  He  discusses  the  usual  terms  for  God,  particularly  El/EIohim 
and  Yahweh,  and  shows  the  unique  character  which  these  titles  had 
in  Israel.  Among  the  ancient  Israelites,  as  among  the  Canaanites, 
there  was  an  evolution  from  polytheism  towards  monotheism.  In  the 
process  Yahweh  gradually  assumed  the  functions  and  names  of  other 
gods  encountered  in  Canaan.  Through  it  all  the  “presence”  of  God 
was  emphasized  by  the  primary  and  uniquely  Israelite  name, 
“Yahweh.”  Related  to  the  idea  of  “existence,”  this  name  is  not  to  be 
seen  as  a  causative  form  of  the  verb  “to  be,”  nor  as  a  present  tense 
meaning  simply  “he  is”  and  meant  to  imply  existence  and  mystery, 
but  rather  as  signifying  the  God  who  is  constantly  with  men  in 
active  presence. 

Jacob’s  arguments  here  are  generally  lucid  and  well  balanced,  but 
there  are  some  problems.  He  speaks  of  a  parallel  evolution  from  poly¬ 
theism  towards  monotheism  in  both  Canaanite  and  Israelite  religion, 
but  leaves  unmentioned  the  fact  that  this  development  reached  quite  a 
different  conclusion  in  Canaan  than  in  Israel.  It  never  became  true 
monotheism  in  Canaan;  at  best  it  was  monarchism.  El,  and  then 
Baal,  became  the  supreme  god,  the  head  of  a  pantheon,  a  fact  to  which 
Jacob  alludes  later.  Furthermore  Jacob  is  misleading  in  his  statement 
about  the  form  of  monotheism  that  developed  in  Israel.  Although  he 
states  correctly  that  monotheism  was  not  clearly. expressed  ^jintil 
Deutero-Isaiah,  there  could  be  misunderstanding  when  he  writes: 
“One  cannot  speak  of  evolution  within  the  faith  of  Israel  towards 
monotheism,  for  from  the  moment  when  Israel  becomes  conscious  of 
being  the  people  chosen  by  one  God  it  is  in  practice  a  monotheistic  , 
people”  (p.  66,  n.  1).  Here  a  distinction  between  “incipient  mono-  / 
theism”  and  “theoretical  monotheism”  needs  to  be  stated  clearly. 

The  second  basic  way  that  God’s  “presence”  is  expressed  in  the 
Old  Testament  is  in  its  descriptions  of  the  various  manifestation 
forms  of^yahweh.  Jacob  deals  with  angelic  beings,  including  de¬ 
monic  creatures,  and  with  God’s  “face,”  “glory,”  and  “name,”  show- 
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ing  in  each  case  how  these  were  utilized  as  means  of  reconciling  the 
presence  of  God  with  his  invisibility  and  transcendence. 

The  third  and  final  way  of  expressing  God's  "presence”  is  through 
his  attributes  of  holiness,  righteousness,  faithfulness,  love,  wrath, 
and  wisdom.  What  is  of  particular  importance  is  that  these  are  not 
speculative  attributes,  as  in  some  forms  of  dogmatic  theology,  but 
rather  are  descriptions  of  Yahweh  gained  from  his  actions  in  history. 
Thus,  for  example,  "holiness”  expressing  a  characteristic  of  God, 
may  be  a  surrogate  for  deity.  But  it  always  connotes  the  double  idea 
of  power  and  separateness  in  reference  to  God's  "acts”  in  Israel's  life. 

"Righteousness”  denotes  basically  "conformity  to  the  norm,”  and 
although  it  may  be  used  nontheologically  (e.g.,  of  a  merchant's  bal¬ 
ances),  it  is  applied  predominantly  to  actions  which  are  in  conformity 
to  the  divine  norm.  The  righteousness  of  Yahweh,  therefore,  is  de¬ 
fined  by  his  actions  which  conform  to  his  character  as  holy,  merciful, 
loving,  and  just.  This  is  why  "righteousness”  may  also  be  used  in 
the  sense  of  "grace”  or  "salvation,”  or  in  later  Judaism  of  "alms¬ 
giving”  and  "benevolent  works.” 

In  his  discussion  of  the  righteousness  of  God,  Jacob  employs  the 
French  word  justice  to  cover  both  "righteousness”  and  "justice,” 
and  so  the  translator  has  attempted  to  determine  which  is  intended 
in  a  given  sentence  by  employing  either  word.  But  this  is  often  con¬ 
fusing,  simply  because  "righteousness”  is  not  "justice.”  Righteous¬ 
ness  is  conformity  to  a  norm,  while  justice  is  only  one  action,  albeit 
the  most  predominant,  based  on  this  norm.  Thus  when  Jacob  writes, 
"A  person  is  righteous  when  he  acts  justly,  he  does  not  act  justly 
because  he  is  righteous”  (p.  95)  there  is  no  question  that  this  state¬ 
ment  is  correct,  but  it  is  not  complete.  Righteous  behavior  also  in¬ 
volves  mercy,  faithfulness,  love,  as  Jacob  does  indicate  later. 

"Faithfulness”  is  Jacob's  translation  of  chesed,  a  word  which  has 
the  primitive  significance  of  "strength.” 11  So  chesed  is  used  in  various 

n  Henri  Cazelles,  in  his  review  of  Jacob’s  Theology  in  VT,  6  (1956),  p.  328, 
argues  that  “strength”  is  not  always  the  basic  meaning,  since  one  finds  in 
such  passages  as  Leviticus  20:17,  Proverbs  14:34;  25:10  that  chesed  must  be 
translated  as  “shame”  or  “reproach.”  But  the  argument  is  not  well  taken, 
since  in  those  verses  it  simply  connotes  “strong  feeling”  used  in  a  negative 
sense,  but  in  the  majority  of  Old  Testament  passages  it  has  a  positive  meaning. 
Cf.  my  article  on  chesed  in  Foundations,  7  (1964),  pp.  179-180. 
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contexts  to  stress  “social  obligation,”  “solidarity,”  and  “covenant 
loyalty” — that  is,  in  situations  where  the  emphasis  is  on  the  strength 
of  commitment  to  various  relationships,  and  particularly  to  a  cove¬ 
nant. 

Jacob  claims  that  chesed  loses  its  sense  of  the  bond  upholding  the 
covenant  and  must  be  translated  as  “love”  or  “grace”  in  those  pas¬ 
sages  which  describe  Yahweh’s  action  when  the  human  partner  has 
broken  the  covenant  (Hosea  2:19;  Jeremiah  3:12;  Isaiah  54:7-8). 
Does  not  Jacob  miss  here  the  profundity  of  chesed  in  prophetic 
thought?  Is  not  the  point  of  the  prophets  that  in  spite  of  the  normal 
expectations  in  a  suzerainty  covenant,  where  unfaithfulness  by  the 
vassal  would  destroy  the  bond,  Yahweh  is  not  the  usual  suzerain? 
Disloyalty  to  the  covenant  by  man  does  not  mean  that  Yahweh  will 
ever  abandon  the  relationship.  It  was  given  as  an  “everlasting  cov¬ 
enant”  (Genesis  17:7;  Leviticus  26:42-45),  and  so  the  offer  of  the 
relationship  is  constantly  made.  This  is  just  the  point  of  Isaiah  54:10. 
So  “love”  or  “grace”  is  implied  in  chesed  in  such  cases,  but  lying 
behind  this  profound  expression  is  also  the  concept  of  covenant  loyalty 
on  the  part  of  Yahweh. 

“Love”  is  the  author’s  term  for  the  Hebrew  ’ahab,  a  root  “which 
serves  to  express  the  reality  of  love  under  the  double  form  of  eros 
and  agape  ”  Love  is  the  “spontaneous  movement  which  carries  one 
being  towards  another  being  with  the  desire  to  possess  it  and  to  find 
some  satisfaction  in  that  possession”  (p.  108).  “Love”  is  there¬ 
fore  different  from  “faithfulness”  in  that  it  expresses  an  ardent  and 
voluntary  desire  unconditioned  by  any  obligation.  Jacob  also  says 
that  \ ahab  is  the  attitude  of  a  superior  towards  an  inferior,  and  so 
the  word  “is  not  used  for  the  attitude  of  a  wife  to  her  husband  nor 
for  that  of  children  to  their  parents”  (p.  108) .  However,  in  the  prior 
paragraph  he  states  that  it  is  used  once  for  a  woman’s  love  for  her 
husband  (1  Samuel  18:20;  so  also  one  should  include  Song  of  Solo¬ 
mon  8:6)  and  once  for  the  love  of  a  subordinate  for  his  superior 
(Deuteronomy  15 :16).  He  also  mentions  that  it  is  often  used  of  men’s 
love  for  God.  The  question  therefore  arises :  Why  does  he  attempt  to 
restrict  the  term  to  the  superior-inferior  relationship?  Jacob’s  major 
emphasis  in  this  section  is  rightly  that  * ahab  combines  the  double 
idea  of  eros  and  agape  (presumably  meaning  “strong  emotion”  and 
“commitment  of  the  will”).  Marriage  thus  povides  an  apt  analogy  of 
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the  relation  established  by  God's  “love”  to  which  man  responds  with 
his  own  “love.” 

THE  ACTION  OF  GOD  ACCORDING  TO  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT 

The  second  major  theme  of  Old  Testament  theology — the  “action 
of  God”— develops  out  of  the  ways  that  Yahweh  acts  by  Spirit  and 
Word.  “Spirit”  (ruach)  is  used  with  reference  to  God's  work  in  the 
physical  reality  of  “wind”  (e.g.,  at  Exodus,  Exodus  14:21 ;  15:8),  in 
the  biological  reality  of  “breath,”  in  the  demonic  reality  of  “spirit” 
(e.g.,  1  Kings  22:21),  but  primarily  in  the  divine  reality  “Spirit.”  In 
all  senses  the  etymological  meaning  of  ruach  as  “air”  suggests  the 
idea  of  power  as  well  as  mystery  in  the  way  Yahweh  works.  In  each 
case  the  contextual  usage  shows  that  “the  spirit  is  God  himself  in 
creative  and  saving  activity”  (p.  124).  This  is  particularly  so  in  the 
realm  of  history,  where  the  spirit  of  Yahweh  works  for  the  fulfillment 
of  the  divine  purposes  in  three  ways — by  coming  upon  individuals 
(e.g.,  judges)  who  perform  mighty  deeds,  by  anointing  the  prophets 
so  they  can  speak  the  word  of  Yahweh,  and  by  being  poured  out  in 
the  future  on  nature,  on  the  servant  of  Yahweh,  and  on  all  men  so 
that  the  messianic  age  will  be  achieved. 

“Word”  (dabar)  is  closely  related  to  ruach  both  etymologically 
and  contextually.  The  Word  presupposes  the  Spirit  (cf.  Ezekiel  2 :2 ; 
3:24),  so  that  dabar  has  a  dynamic  quality — it  denotes  thing/act  as 
well  as  word,  something  happens  as  well  as  is  said.  Now  this  dynamic 
sense  of  dabar  is  not  peculiar  to  Israel  or  the  Old  Testament,  but 
there  is  a  profound  difference  in  the  way  it  is  applied. 

Whilst  in  Babylon  and  Egypt  the  divine  word  intervenes  in  isolated  events 
which  have  no  connection  with  one  another,  the  word  of  God  in  the  Old 
Testament  directs  and  inspires  a  single  history  which  begins  with  the  word 
of  God  pronounced  at  the  creation  and  which  is  completed  by  the  word  made 
flesh  (John  1:14)  (p.  129). 

The  dynamic  sense  of  dabar,  however,  was  forgotten  in  Israel  when 
the  Word  was  crystallized  in  writing  and  in  hypostasis.  Israel  (and 
the  church  after  it)  became  a  “book”  religion  and  obscured  the  active 
role  of  the  word  of  God  in  its  midst. 

Jacob  states  that  dabar,  in  distinction  from  ’amar,  “alone  possesses 
creative  dynamism”  (p.  128).  However,  there  is  a  danger  in  being 
too  concerned  about  the  explicit  meaning  of  words  which  may  have 
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more  than  one  meaning.  Although  it  is  true  that  dabar  is  the  dominant 
term  for  this  dynamic  work  of  Yahweh,  yet  other  terms,  such  as 
‘etsah  (Isaiah  44:26)  and  'imrah  (Psalm  147:15,  cf.  Isaiah  44:27) 
also  came  to  be  used  in  this  sense.  As  J.  Barr  has  stressed,  the  basic 
unit  of  meaning  is  the  sentence,  not  the  wordiE^ 

In  the  rest  of  the  section  on  the  action  of  God,  Jacob  deals  with  the 
four  basic  ways  in  which  God  works  through  Spirit  and  Word.  The 
first  way  is  in  creation.  To  Jacob,  one  must  not  view  creation  apart 
from  the  covenant  with  Israel,  for  “the  idea  of  creation  is  secondary 
to  that  of  covenant,  of  which  it  is  both  the  condition  and  the  conse¬ 
quence^  (p.  136).  Yet  the  covenant  with  Israel  must  not  be  under¬ 
stood  simply  in  terms  of  some  localized  concern;  God's  interest  is 
worldwide.  So  in  answer  to  the  question,  why  did  God  create  the 
world,  the  Old  Testament  would  reply,  “He  has  created  it  for  the 
covenant,  that  js  jo  say  because  of  his  plan  of  love  and  salvation  for 
Humanity  by  means  of  Israel”  (p.  137).  Thus,  creation  in  the  Old 
Testament  is  basically  history-centered^  that  is  to  say,  it  is  part  ofaT 
movement  in  time,  not  a  movement  outside  of  time.  When  the  Israel¬ 
ites  turned  to  the  creation  myths  of  their  day  in  order  to  describe — \ 
creation,  they  subordinated  the  mythological  elements  to  historvU13^) 
What  one  finds  in  the  theological  reflection  on  creation  (e.g.,  Genesis 
1-2;  Psalm  104)  is  a  history  of  creation  and  not  a  myth  of  creation 
— >  with  cyclical  return.  So  creation  by  Spirit  and  Word  has  a  commence- 
mH^(7fir^ffi^beginning,,,  Genesis  1 :1 ;  Psalm  33 :6)  ;  it  has  a  history 
(events  and  nature  are  continuously  being  created,  e.g.,  Psalm  104 :30 ; 
Amos  5 :8)  ;  and  it  has  an  end  or  goal.  In  showing  the  movement  of 
creation  toward  this  goal,  Jacob  is  particularly  profound.  He  points 
out  that  the  original  stuff  with  which  Yahweh  began — the  dark, 
watery  chaos  (there  is  no  creatio  ex  nihilo  in  the  Old  Testament) — 

6>T.  Barr,  The  Semantics  of  Biblical  Language  (London:  1961),  pp.  144- 
147;  cf.  also  his  review  of  Jacob  in  JSS,  5  (1960),  pp.  116-169,  where  he  criti¬ 
cizes  him  for  putting  too  much  stress  on  etymologies.  Barr’s  caution  is  well 
taken,  but  overall  Jacob  demonstrates  both  by  example  and  by  specific  state¬ 
ment  (p.  210)  that  he  realizes  this.  Jacob  comments  to  this  effect  in  the  preface 
of  the  second  edition,  pp.  v-vi. 

“In  “La  theologie  de  TAncien  Testament:  etat  present  et  perspectives  d’ave- 
nir,”  EThL ,  44  (1968),  p.  429,  he  adds  that  “en  fait  l’Ancien  Testament  a  re- 
cupere  le  mythe  et  lui  donne  son  sens  veritable  en  le  debarrassant  de  la  myth¬ 
ologies 
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was_QQly  subdued-at the  beginning.  Light  was  only  separated  from 
(^arkne^,  and  tha^sea/vas  only  confined  within  certain  limits.  So  it  is 
tliaf  throughout  tEe~01d  Testament  these  two  “residues  of  the  chaos” 
— darkness  and  the  sea — are  seen  as  continually  menacing  the  crea¬ 
tion.  The  world  is  still  incomplete,  and  God  must  constantly  show  his 
creative  power  over  these  chaotic  forces.  The  goal  of  creation  awaits 
the  new  heaven  and  the  new  earth  when  darkness  and  the  sea  will 
have  disappeared  (Revelation  21:1;  22:5).  Therefore  creation  is  an 
eschatological  conception.  Thus  the  covenant  idea  embraces  the  nar¬ 
rower  concept  of  Yahweh's  covenant  with  Israel  (the  people  were 
“created”  as  God's  agents  to  fulfill  his  universal  purposes,  Isaiah  43 : 
1,  7,  15),  and  the  wider  concept  of  his  covenant  with  all  mankind.14 

Jacob  has  been  criticized  for  beginning  his  discussion  of  the  action 
of  God  with  creation  rather  than,  as  is  popular  today,  with  the  re¬ 
demption  of  Israel.  Historically  Israel  experienced  God  as  redeemer 
prior  to  her  comprehension  of  him  as  creator.  If  creation  is  secondary 
to  covenant,  “will  not  the  very  fact  that  the  material  is  arranged  as 
it  is  tend  to  throw  the  picture  of  Israel's  faith  out  of  focus  in  the 
reader's  mind?” 15  Presumably  the  fear  is  that  creation  will  be  viewed 
as  cosmological  speculation,  rather  than  as  part  of  a  historical,  re¬ 
demptive  movement.  Certainly  this  has  happened  all  too  often  in  the 
history  of  interpretation,  but  I  wonder  if  this  is  a  valid  objection  to 
Jacob's  work.  On  the  one  hand,  the  very  fact  that  Jacob  constantly 
\/  affirms  in  this  section  the  historical  thrust  of  creation  must  surely 
make  clear  to  the  reader  the  proper  perspective  to  take  on  this  mat¬ 
ter.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  how  much  can  the  arrangement  of  a 
theology  of  the  Old  Testament  be  guided  by  the  Old  Testament's  own 
canonical  structure?  In  the  initial  pages  of  his  book  where  he  writes 
about  the  early  theologians  in  the  Bible  (Yahwist,  Deuteronomist, 
Priestly  school.  Chronicler,  Second  Isaiah),  Jacob  states: 

We  recall  these  early  outlines  because  we  hold  that,  even  in  the  twentieth 
century,  a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  should  be  able  to  draw  inspiration 

14  H.  Cazelles,  op.  cit.f  p.  329,  has  an  intriguing  suggestion  in  this  regard  when 
he  writes:  “Peut-on  dire  d'ailleurs  que  l'alliance  est  etemelle  tandis  que  la 
creation  prendra  fin?  Is.  xxxiv  4  est  suivi  par  Is.  xxxv  sur  le  nouvel  exode. 
L'alliance,  rompue  (Os  ii  4)  sera  remplacee  par  une  nouvelle  (Jer.  xxxi  31) 
comme  les  cieux  et  la  terre  seront  remplaces  par  terre  et  cieux  nouveaux  (Is. 
lxvi  22) :  il  y  a  similitude.” 

30  J.  Bright,  op .  cit ,  p.  307. 
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from  them  so  as  not  to  fit  the  Old  Testament  into  a  modern  scheme  or  ex¬ 
plain  it  according  to  a  dialectic  that  is  fundamentally  foreign  to  it  (p.  12). 

One  must,  therefore,  ask  the  question :  What  were  the  shapers  of  the 
canon  intending  us  to  understand  by  their  arrangement?  Is  it  not 
possible  that  the  canonical  form  teaches  in  a  more  compelling  way 
than  the  approach  in  vogue  today?  Does  not  learning  in  any  area 
take  place  more  effectively  by  first  beginning  with  a  problem?  The 
Old  Testament  begins  with  a  description  of  the  high  destiny  of  man 
as  the  partner  ("image”)  of  a  sovereign  God  involved  in  a  creative 
process  (Genesis  1—2).  It  then  depicts  the  rejection  of  this  destiny 
by  man,  and  the  cause  of  disorder  in  the  world  (Genesis  3-11).  The 
rest  of  the  Old  Testament  moves  on  to  present  the  solution  in  the 
redemption  and  missionary  call  of  Abraham  and  Israel.16 

The  second  way  God  acts  is  in  regard  to  man.  Basic  to  all  of  the 
Old  Testament  affirmations  about  man  is  the  assertion  that  he  shares 
in  the  feebleness  and  ephemerality  of  all  creatures  and  therefore  is 
dependent  upon  God  (Isaiah  31 :3).  However,  man  is  superior  to  the 
rest  of  the  created  order  in  that  he  has  had  special  dignity  conferred 
upon  him  by  reason  of  his  relation  to  God;  he  alone  is  God’s  "image.” 
This  is  a  functional,  not  an  ontological  relationship,  for  the  purpose 
of  an  image  is  to  represent  someone.  This  representative  role  always 
involves  man’s  entire  being,  since  Israelite  thought  always  views 
man  as  a  totality.  Man  is  a  “soul,”  a  “psycho-physical  being,”  a  crea¬ 
ture  both  spiritual  and  physical,  the  result  of  God’s  animation  of 
hasar  by  his  ruach.  Man  is  also  a  "corporate  personality”  who  has 
been  created  to  enter  actively  into  the  world  with  other  individuals 
and  to  function  as  the  image  by  exercising  dominion  over  physical 
and  spiritual  forces.  Man’s  function  can  thus  be  expressed  as  an  imi¬ 
tation  of  God;  he  is  to  “struggle  along  with  God  for  the  fulfilling  of 
his  plan”  (p.  174).  Therefore  all  of  man’s  actions  are  to  reflect  his 
double  obligation — toward  God  and  toward  the  world. 

Jacob’s  stress  on  the  ontological  and  functional  unity  of  man  in 
the  midst  of  a  diversity  of  parts  is  a  healthy  corrective  to  the  tendency 
in  the  church  to  adopt  a  Greek  view  of  lower  and  higher  elements. 
Man  “is  not  a  collection  of  separate  organs  but  an  organism  ani¬ 
mated  by  one  single  life  and  each  organ  can  give  expression  to  the  life 

“  G.  E.  Wright  also  has  criticized  Jacob  for  his  handling  of  creation  in  his 
review  of  the  book  in  JBL,  79  (I960),  pp.  78-81. 
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of  the  whole”  (p.  157).  Yet  Jacob's  explication  of  man's  separate 
functions  is  not  always  clear.  This  is  particularly  so  in  his  delinea¬ 
tion  of  “soul,”  “spirit,”  and  “heart.”  The  basic  elements  are  given, 
but  the  difference  between  them  is  not  always  clear.  How,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  is  the  “spirit”  of  man  to  be  distinguished  from  God's  “Spirit”  ? 
Jacob  does  say  that  sometimes  <eruach  ceases  to  be  regarded  as  a 
power  lent  to  man  and  becomes  a  psychological  reality  residing  in 
man  in  a  permanent  manner  and  like  nephesh  able  to  be  the  seat  of 
faculties  and  desire”  (p.  162).  The  distinction  between  these  psycho¬ 
logical  realities  needs  to  be  made  clearer.  Furthermore,  what  is  the 
difference  between  “soul”  and  “heart,”  or  what  is  the  relation  be¬ 
tween  “spirit”  and  “heart”?  Here  Eichrodt's  discussion  is  more  il¬ 
luminating.17  Perhaps  Jacob  is  reaching  too  far  when  he  claims  that 
in  understanding  man  as  the  “image  of  God,”  “the  external  appear¬ 
ance  is  perhaps  even  more  important  than  spiritual  resemblance”  (p. 
118).  Admitting  that  no  Old  Testament  text  expressly  connects  bod¬ 
ily  beauty  with  the  image  of  God,  Jacob  argues  that  it  is  implied  in 
Genesis  9 :6,  where  “to  touch  man  is  to  touch  God  himself,  of  whom 
every  man  is  the  image”  (p.  169).  But  surely  this  is  strained  ex¬ 
egesis.  The  point  of  the  verse  in  Genesis  is  not  on  the  care  to  be  ex¬ 
ercised  toward  man  because  of  his  physical  resemblance  to  God.  Ra¬ 
ther  the  point  is  on  man’s  dignity  and  worth  because  of  his  unique 
function-bearing  relationship  with  God.  And,  finally,  can  we  really 
say  that  in  Old  Testament  thought  woman  is  subordinate  to  man 
because  “man  by  himself  is  a  complete  being,  the  woman  who  is  given 
to  him  adds  nothing  to  his  nature,  whilst  the  woman  drawn  forth  from 
man  owes  all  her  existence  to  him”  (pp.  172-173)  ?  Has  not  Jacob 
pushed  the  imagery  of  the  rib  too  far,  and  failed  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  “man”  and  “male”?  Does  not  Genesis  1:27  state  that  “man” 
is  male  and  female,  so  that  the  distinction  is  one  of  function,  not  one 
of  worth  or  completeness? 

The  third  major  way  that  God  acts  by  Spirit  and  Word  is  in 
history.  As  we  saw  earlier,  Jacob  sees  the  special  characteristic  of 
biblical  revelation  in  its  proclamation  that  history  is  a  drama  with 
two  protagonists — God  and  man — in  which\Godjs  working  for  the 
salvation  of  all  men.  Integral  to  this  process  i5“€?od's  election  of  Is- 

17 W.  Eichrodt,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testcmient,  vol.  2  (Philadelphia:  The 
Westminster  Press,  1967),  p.  148. 
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rael,  that  is  “the  initial  act  by  which  Yahweh  comes  into  relation 
with  his  people  and  the  permanent  reality  which  assures  the  con¬ 
stancy  of  that  bond”  (p.  201).  Actually,  says  Jacob,  there  were  two 
elections,  the  first  at  the  time  of  Abraham  when  Yahweh  declared 
the  existence  of  a  people,  and  the  second  at  the  time  of  Moses  when 
Yahweh  commissionejL-that  people  for  a  special  work.  So  in  Old 
Testament  theology  Section  always  carries  with  it  the  idea  offservice' 
as  its  necessary  coroUkrjr:  “to  be  the  ‘am  of  Yahweh  involves  being" 
his  ‘ebed”  (p.  204).  Hence,  the  election  of  Israel  did  not  mean  the 
rejection  of  other  men,  “for  if  certain  ones  are  left  outside  the  elec¬ 
tion  it  is  only  for  the  time  being,  in  order  to  make  more  readily  pos¬ 
sible  the  accomplishment  of  God's  plan”  (pp.  206-207) . 

The  claim  by  Jacob  that  there  were  “two  elections,”  at  the  time  of 
Abraham  and  at  the  time  of  Moses,  in  terms  of  “being”  and  “doing,” 
although  true  overall,  must  not  be  stressed  too  strongly.  The  election 
of  Abraham  certainly  concentrated  on  the  promise,  seen  not  only  in 
the  terms  given  to  Abraham,  but  also  in  the  “covenant  of  pieces” 
(Genesis  15)  where  God  alone  passed  through  the  parts  of  the  sac¬ 
rifice.  Yet  at  the  initial  time  of  promise  (Genesis  12:1-3)  the  “doing” 
aspect  is  also  very  evident  in  the  call  to  “go”  (12:1),  and  also  in  the 
double  sense  of  the  imperative  in  verse  2:  “so  that  you  will  be  a 
blessing”  also  implies  the  command  “and  be  a  blessing.”  Throughout 
the  patriarchal  period,  as  the  promise  is  reiterated,  the  point  is  made 
clearly  that  the  fulfillment  of  election  was  conditionally  based  upon 
response  to  its  terms  (Genesis  17:1;  18:19;  22:18;  cf.  especially 
26:5). 

The  specific  way  Israel’s  election  was  illustrated  was  by  the  cove¬ 
nant  between  Yahweh  and  Israel,  a  relationship  that  implied  three 
particular  things:  a  gift  from  Yahweh,  a  bond  of  communion,  and 
an  obligation  in  the  form  of  law.  The  establishment  of  the  covenant 
took  place  fundamentally  at  Sinai,  and  all  covenant-makings  following 
Sinai  (e.g.,  at  Shechem,  Joshua  24:25;  with  David,  2  Samuel  23:5) 
were  simply  renewals  or  extensions  of  that  covenant.  Yet  even 
though  the  JBinaLcovenant  was  so  fundamental  to  Israelite  faith,  it  is 
rarely  mentioned  in  the  Old  Testament  outside  of  the  historical  ac¬ 
counts.  Instead  the  Exodus  is  given  a  central  place.  Jacob  explains 
that  this  difference  in  emphasis  is  due  to  the  strong  historical  interest 
of  Israel’s  writers:  “to  stress  the  Sinai  covenant  might  easily  have 
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led  to  a  static  conception  of  revelation  and  to  a  mythologizing  against 
which  Israelite  religion  always  protested”  (p.  214). 

Jacob’s  explication  of  the  covenant,  although  quite  illuminating, 
suffers  at  two  points  in  particular.  First,  the  insights  of  recent  dis¬ 
cussion  of  Near  Eastern  treaty  forms  could  have  helped  to  clarify  the 
distinction  he  makes  between  covenants  between  humans  and  those 
between  God  and  man.  Jacob  claims  that  in  covenants  between  men 
“the  truth  almost  always  points  to  a  covenant  between  two  partners 
who  are  on  an  unequal  footing;  it  is  the  stronger  who  proposes  the 
berit”  (p.  210).  Perhaps  his  emphasis  is  on  the  words  “almost  al¬ 
ways,”  but  most  of  the  examples  which  he  gives,  on  closer  investiga¬ 
tion,  seem  rather  to  be  treaties  between  equals,  the  so-called  “parity 
covenant”  form.18  In  the  discussion  regarding  covenants  between 
God  and  man,  the  illumination  provided  by  the  “suzerainty  covenant”, 
form  would  have  added  a  great  deal  of  clarification.  Second,  the 
great  amount  of  controversy  over  the  feast  of  covenant-renewal  needs 
more  spare  than  the  one  sentence  allotted  to  it  on  page  213. 

(Israel’s  election)  also  meant  missionary  duty  for  the  people,  and 
the  nramfestaffdn  of  miracles  and  providence  by  Yahweh.  The  call  to 
worldwide  service  was  given  initially  at  Abraham’s  election  and  con¬ 
firmed  at  the  time  of  Moses.  It  was  grounded  in  the  conviction  of 
the  superiority  of  Yahweh  over  the  gods  of  the  nations  and  in  his 
jealousy  to  guard  this  sovereignty.  / 

The  fourth  way  God  acts  by  Spirit  and  Word  is  in  Israel’s  insti¬ 
tutions.  First  of  all,  there  were  four  institutional  offices  or  ministries 
by  which  God’s  presence  among  his  people  was  represented — king, 
prophet,  priest,  wise  man.  “The  ministry’s  objective  is  to  show  in 
concrete  form  an  activity  which  is  assumed  in  a  perfect  form  by  God 
himself”  (p.  233).  Thus, 

the  king  guarantees  God’s  rule  on  earth,  the  prophet  expresses  by  his  person 
and  his  message  God’s  action  in  history,  the  priest,  through  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  sacred  things,  gives  reminders  of  God’s  sovereignty  over  time  and 
space,  lastly,  the  wise  man  shows  and  teaches  still  more  that  there  is  no 
happiness  possible  outside  God’s  love  (pp.  253-254). 

“  Cf.  G.  Mendenhall,  Law  and  Covenant  in  Israel  and  the  Near  East  (Pitts¬ 
burgh:  1955),  pp.  24ff.;  D.  J.  McCarthy,  Treaty  and  Covenant.  (Rome:  1963)  ; 
also  his  Der  Gottesbund  im  Alten  Testament  (Stuttgart:  1963).  Jacob  speaks 
of  the  need  for  further  discussion  of  this  subject  in  the  preface  to  the  second 
French  edition,  p.  v. 
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Jacob’s  discussion  of  the  prophet,  priest,  and  wise  man  follows  the 
standard  lines  of  interpretation,  but  his  examination  of  the  king  calls 
for  some  comment.  Denying  the  point  of  view  of  Mowinckel  and  the 
Uppsala  school  that  the  king  was  the  god  incarnated,  who  through 
cultic  drama  at  a  New  Year  festival  assured  the  continuity  of  the 
pattern  of  nature,  Jacob  stresses  the  history-oriented,  representative 
role  of  the  king.  The  king  was  chosen  by  God  and  people  to  safeguard 
the  people’s  interests  by  being  a  strong  leader  who  reflected  the 
presence  of  God  on  earth.  The  two  forms  of  kingship — charismatic 
(Israel)  and  dynastic  (Judah) — both  show  this  dependence  upon 
and  subordination  to  Yahweh.  Thus,  even  though  the  terms  “son  of 
God”  (Psalm  2:7)  and  “God”  (Psalm  45)  were  applied  to  the  king, 
the  use  of  these  terms  never  deified  the  king,  but  only  indicated  his 
close  relationship  to  God.  Thus  the  king  could  be  the  channel  of 
divine  blessing  and  could  take  the  role  of  high  priest.  He  was  a  medi¬ 
ator  and  so  bore  great  responsibility  for  the  manner  of  his  life;  he 
represented  the  rule  of  God,  the  true  king,  on  earth. 

Jacob  s  stress  on  the  Israelite  king’s  nondivine,  vicegerent  role  is 
important,  but  he  has  apparently  misjudged  Mowinckel.  As  Mo- 
winckel  points  out,  the  Pharaoh  was  considered  to  be  deity  incarnate, 
but  in  Mesopotamia  and  Canaan  the  king  was  a  man,  perhaps  some¬ 
times  a  demigod  ’  but  not  a  god.  The  real  lord  was  the  god  of  each 
city,  and  the  king  was  his  specially  endowed  and  empowered  vice¬ 
gerent.  The  ldng  was  a  sacral  figure,  not  a  divine  figure.19  One  has 
to  be  careful  to  allow  a  nonliteralistic  interpretation  of  phrases  in 
Babylonian  and  Canaanite  literature,  as  well  as  in  the  Old  Testament. 
So  when  in  Babylonia  the  king  says  to  God,  “I  have  no  mother, 
thou  art  my  mother;  I  have  no  father,  thou  art  my  father,”  20  this 
may  well  express  not  an  ontological  relation  to  the  gods,  but  a  rela¬ 
tional  one.  Indeed,  as  Mowinckel  mentions,21  even  though  the  As¬ 
syrian  king  Ashumasipal  says  of  himself  that  he  was  “bom  among 
unknown  mountains,”  and  that  the  goddess  Ishtar  “brought  him 
forth”  to  be  a  shepherd  of  men,  yet  we  know  elsewhere  that  he  was 
bom  in  the  royal  palace  as  a  legitimate  son  of  Shamshi-adad.  Thus 

wCf.  the  discussion  in  S.  Mowinckei,  He  That  Cometh  (Oxford:  Basil 
Blackwell,  1956),  pp.  21-95. 

30  Gudea  Cylinder ,  A,  II,  pp.  6-7. 

“Mowinckel,  op.  cit.f  pp.  36ff. 
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when(Mowinckel/ Writes  of  the  Israelite  king  that  he  was  a  “super- 
humanT'^fenttr'^ing,”  22  although  the  wording  may  be  misleading, 
a  survey  of  the  context  shows  that  he  means  only  that  the  king  was 
set  apart  and  endowed  with  a  special  relationship  to  God  and  with 
resultant  special  power. 

Apart  from  the  institutional  offices,  God  also  acted  in  various  in¬ 
stitutional  settings.  First,  the  sacred  place  was  identified  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  resolve  the  tension  of  God’s  remoteness  and  nearness.  Al¬ 
though  Yahweh’s  dwelling  was  clearly  in  heaven  (a  concept  express¬ 
ing  not  so  much  distance  as  totality  or  omnipresence),  yet  God  chose 
to  dwell  temporarily  in  various  places.  The  sacred  place  could  be  a 
stone,  a  mountain,  a  tent,  an  ark,  but  primarily  it  was  the  sanctuary 
or  temple.  Here  the  realization  of  God’s  transcendence  was  never 
forgotten.  The  freedom  of  God  to  manifest  himself  anywhere  was 
symbolized  by  the  references  to  his  presence  in  his  alter  ego  or 
“name,”  by  the  movable  ark,  and  by  the  palm  trees  and  cherubim  (re¬ 
minders  of  paradise) . 

Because  the  temple  became  conceived  of  as  a  sort  of  talisman  which 
guaranteed  security,  the  prophets  spoke  of  its  destruction  as  a  sign 
that  the  personal  relationship  of  the  Israelite  to  God  was  more  im¬ 
portant.  Nevertheless  the  prophets  looked  to  the  reparation  of  the 
temple  when  Israel  had  been  cleansed.  Thus  even  th^templje  became 
part  of  God’s  revelation  in  history. 

A  second  institutional  setting  for  the  relationship  with  God  was 
the  cult.  Although  utilizing  Canaanite  forms^lsrael  radically  changed 
the  concepts  of  the  cult.  On  the  one  hand.(time)was  substituted  for 
space  in  that  Yahweh  was  not  permanently  limited  to  the  sanctuary 
^orloliature.  InjheTnidst of  its  remembrance  of  particular  moments 
hTth(Tyear  (New~ Year  Festival,  new  moon,  sabbath),  Israel’s  theo¬ 
logians  never  forgot  this  emphasis  upon  Gpd^actions,  although  often 
popular  practice  did.  On  the  other  hand, (history  was  substituted  for 
myth  and  its  cyclical  renewal.  The  cult  was  a  revelation  of  God’s 
actions  past,  present,  and  future.  By  dramatic  representations  of  the 
great  events  of  the  past,  accompanied  by  sacrifice,  each  worshiper  was 
brought  into  present  relationship  with  God.  “We  envisage  the  sac¬ 
rifice  as  the  act  through  which  God  reveals  and  communicates  his 
life-force”  (p.  269).  The  cult  also  looked  toward  the  future  and  Yah- 

22  Ibid,  p.  62. 
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weh’s  final  consummation  of  his  kingdom  by  challenging  the  wor¬ 
shiper  to  make  a  decision  about  his  ethical  behavior  in  the  light  of 
God’s  judgment.  Thus  the  main  forms  of  worship  had  the  purpose  of 
affirming  God’s  sovereignty  and  demanding  some  response  to  it.23 

A  third  institutional  form  was  me  lam  Integral  to  the  covenant  re¬ 
lationship  from  the  beginning,  law  hacT^the  object  of  permitting  those 
who  have  been  the  object  of  the  choice  to  lead  a  life  conformed  to  the 
new  situation  into  which  they  have  entered”  (p.  271).  There  are 
many  terms  for  law  in  the  Old  Testament,  but  the  supreme  one  is 
torah,  which  has  the  sense  of  “pointing  out  a  direction.”  There  were 
two  stages  in  the  development  of  law.  At  first  it  was  given  as  a  revela¬ 
tion  to  those  in  the  covenant,  but  later,  law  became  severed  from  the 
covenant.  Because  Israel  failed  to  keep  the  law,  the  covenant  was 
broken  and  punishment  was  inevitable.  Yet  the  prophets  saw  the 
day  coming  when  the  covenant  would  be  restored,  and  law  became 
the  condition  for  its  restoration.  “The  law  is  no  longer  given  by 
merely  belonging  to  the  chosen  people,  but  one  belongs  to  that  peo¬ 
ple  only  by  accepting  the  law”  (p.  274).  Jacob  has  traced  the  proper 
outline  of  “law”  in  the  Old  Testament,  but  he  has  failed  to  deal  ade¬ 
quately  with  the  question  of  apodictic  and  casuistic  law  (the  two 
terms  are  used  in  passing  on  p.  129). 24 

OPPOSITION  TO  AND  FINAL  TRIUMPH  OF  GOD’S  WORK 

The  double  themes  of  the  “presence”  and  “action”  of  God  are 
brought  together  in  the  third  and  final  main  section  of  the  book,  first 
of  all,  Jacob  deals  with  sin  and  redemption.  He  defines  sin  basically 
as  the  breaking  of  a  relationship  with  God:  “God  is  the  one  who 
enters  into  relationship  and  who  makes  the  covenant,  sin  is  a  break¬ 
ing  of  this  relationship”  (p.  281 ) .  This  sin  is  caused  by  two  elements 

a  One  wonders  if  the  important  question  of  the  “enthronement  festival”  does 
not  deserve  more  detailed  discussion  than  a  footnote  (p.  266,  n.  1),  and  if  the 
various  forms  of  sacrifice  do  not  require  more  than  a  sentence  to  make  their 
meaning  clear  (pp.  268-269).  Indeed  the  whole  discussion  of  priesthood  and 
sacrifice  is  much  too  brief. 

“One  should  also  consider  the  illuminating  discussion  in  E.  Gerstenberger, 
Wesen  und  Herkunjt  des  'apodiktischen  Rectos’  (Neukirchen:  1965),  and  also 
in  his  article  “Covenant  and  Commandment,”  JBL,  84  (1965),  pp.  38-51.  He  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  terms  “apodictic”  and  “casuistic”  should  be  abandoned  in  favor 
of  “genuine  legal  clauses”  and  “prohibitives”  and  “commands.” 
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in  man.  First,  sin  stems  from  man’s  created  nature  as  a  feeble  being, 
apart  from  any  fall  into  sin.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  Psalm  Si  asserts 
the  universality  of  sin  and  man’s  propensity  towards  it.  But,  secondly 
and  primarily,  sin  stems  from  man’s  will.  Although  sin  is  not  intrin¬ 
sically  inevitable,  yet  man  acts  as  if  it  were.  He  wants  to  be  the  equal 
of  God  (“the  knowledge  of  good  and  evil”),  and  as  a  result  of  his 
continual  movement  in  this  direction  eventually  receives  a  “hardened 
heart”  that  renders  his  personality  insensitive  to  God’s  call  to  a 
dependent,  obedient  relationship.  Therefore,  any  remedy  for  man  to 
achieve  his  created  role  as  God’s  partner  must  lie  in  a  future  special  in¬ 
tervention  by  God  who  will  circumcize  man’s  heart.  This  insensitivity 
to  God  e^plaina^also  why  any  present  relationship  with  God  is  an 
act  of(divine  grace^  Thus  although  sin  places  each  man  in  a  state  of 
guilt  beforeHSbdmid  brings  its  punishment,  God’s  creative  purpose 
for  man  is  never  forgotten.  There  is  always  divine  mercy  in  the 
midst  of  punishment.  Consequently,  the  essential  stress  of  sacrifice, 
as  we  saw,  lies  on  the  bestowal  of  life  to  man,  not  on  the  death  of  the 
victim. 

Jacob’s  explication  of  sin  and  redemption  is  profound  and  inclusive, 
and  provides  an  important  background  to  the  point  in  Ephesians  2 :8- 
9  that  even  man’s  faith  in  God  is  a  gift  of  divine  grace  that  breaks 
through  man’s  hardened  heart.  Yet  Jacob  also  writes  that  man’s 
grasp  at  “the  knowledge  of  good  and  evil”  is  an  attempt  to  gain 

total  knowledge  and,  since  for  the  Hebrew  mentality  knowledge  is  more  dy¬ 
namic  than  intellectual,  a  total  power  which  would  have  made  him  like  Elo- 
him.  To  know  anything  is  to  have  power  over  it;  now  Yahweh  does  not 
wish  man  to  be  his  equal,  because  that  would  rupture  the  relationship  and 
the  filial  bond  which  should  remain  as  the  one  binding  man  to  God  (p.  284). 

However  is  not  Jacob  pushing  the  idiom  and  the  story  of  Genesis 
3  too  far?  The  “knowledge  of  good  and  evil”  clearly  means  “total 
knowledge,”  but  in  the  context  of  Genesis  3  it  carries  the  further 
sense  of  “adulthood”  (as  it  does  in  Isaiah  7:15-16  and  the  Qumran 
scroll  lQSa  1 :10-11).  Thus  the  point  is  not  so  much  that  “Yahweh 
does  not  wish  man  to  be  his  equal,  because  that  would  rupture  the 
relationship,”  but  rather  that  Yahweh  does  not  wish  man  to  be  in¬ 
dependent  of  him  (symbolized  by  adulthood)  simply  because  man  is  a 
feeble  creature  and  cannot  live  in  this  state  without  destroying  him¬ 
self  (the  point  of  Genesis  4-11). 
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The  second  part  of  this  final  section  deals  with  death  and  the 
future  life.  The  Old  Testament  presents  two  views  regarding  the 
afterlife.  The  first  or  analytical  approach  shows  death  as  nonexis¬ 
tence;  man's  flesh  returns  to  dust  (Ecclesiastes  3:20;  12:7)  and  his 
spirit  departs  to  God.  However  the  second  or  holistic  approach  is 
more  dominant;  it  depicts  death  as  the  entrance  of  the  whole  man 
into  a  shadowy  existence  marked  by  weakness,  where  he  bears  some 
physical  resemblance  to  his  original  self,  but  where  the  forces  of  life 
are  at  their  lowest  intensity.  Yahweh  himself  is  absent  from  the  abode 
of  the  dead  (Isaiah  38:9-19).  Therefore^i!the~^ld  .Testament  nev^r 
presents  death  as  a  liberation  or  as  a  gateway  giving  access  to  perfect 
felicity"  (p.  299).  Sheol,  the  place  to  which  the  dead  go,  is  in  the 
depths  of  the  earth,  a  part  of  the  original  dark  chaos.  In  the  majority 
of  texts  describing  Sheol,  there  is  no  real  differentiation  in  moral 
order.  ^Although  Isaiah  14  and  Ezekiel  32  suggest  a  division  between 
righteousness  and  wickedness,  even  in  these  passages  no  rewards  or 
punishments  are  suggested.  Was  there  any  hope  of  escaping  death? 
There  are  only  the  rare  exceptions  of  Enoch  and  Elijah,  and  perhaps 
Moses,  who  were  translated  to  heaven.  But  what  of  individual  resur¬ 
rection?  Although  there  are  pale  gleams  of  hope  in  Job  19:26  and 
Psalm  73,  two  late  passages  give  the  first  clear  statement  (Isaiah  26: 
18-21;  Daniel  12:2).  A  successive  series  of  disasters  to  the  nation 
and  to  innocent  martyrs  finally  led  Israel  to  formulate  resurrection 
as  a  necessary  outworking  of  Yahweh’s  law  of  restitution.  Thus  it 
was  faith  in  Yahweh's  power  and  righteousness,  and  not  wishful 
thinking,  that  constituted  the  basis  for  the  belief  of  Israel  in  resurrec¬ 
tion. 

The  third  area  of  Jacob's  concern  in  this  final  section  is  the  con¬ 
summation.  The  first  part  concerns  the  eschatological  drama.  Es¬ 
chatological  hope  did  not  arise  out  of  disappointment  over  the  reali¬ 
zation  of  Yahweh’s  kingship,  as  Mowinckel  has  suggested,  but  was 
based  on  the  conviction  of  Yahweh's  sovereignty.  The  basis  of  hope 
was  “solely  the  certitude  that  their  God  Yahweh,  whose  name  evokes 
being  and  presence,  was  more  powerful  than  all  other  gods  and  that 
he  would  come  and  establish  his  kingship"  (p.  317).  However,  this 
coming  would  truly  be  an  eschaton  or  rupture;  the  present  world 
would  come  to  an  end.  Yet  even  in  this  conception  history  is  dom¬ 
inant,  for: 
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On  the  one  side  the  God  who  will  reveal  himself  by  a  grandiose  theophany 
at  the  end  of  time  has  already  manifested  himself  and  does  not  cease  mani¬ 
festing  himself  in  the  course  of  history;  and  on  the  other  side  all  historical 
events  are  already  charged  with  eternal  significance  (pp.  318-319). 

Eschatology  did  not  arise  in  postexilic  days,  as  held  by  some  scholars, 
but  is  inherent  in  Israel's  whole  concept  of  the  historical  process. 
Jacob's  denigration  of  the  role  of  disappointed  kingship  in  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  eschatological  hope  is  perhaps  overstated.  Certainly  the  basis 
of  eschatological  belief  was  faith  in  Yahweh's  sovereignty,  but  the 
failure  of  Israel's  kings  could  not  help  but  speed  the  process  of  mes¬ 
sianic  formulation. 

The  second  part  of  the  consummation  is  concerned  with  the  mes¬ 
sianic  kingdom.  The  expectation  of  the  Messiah  always  plays  a  sub¬ 
ordinate  part  to  the  hope  in  Yahweh  and  does  not  truly  develop  until 
the  time  of  the  monarchy.  Yet  the  messianic  theme  has  its  roots  in 
earlier  times.  It  is  based  partly  on  the  belief  in  Ur-man  (Genesis 
1 :26;  3:15;  Ezekiel  28:13;  Isaiah  14;  Job  15  :7ff.;  Psalm  11),  which 
was  applied  especially  to  historical  figures  (e.g.,  Jacob,  Moses,  Gideon, 
David),  and  partly  on  the  messianic  oracles  of  Balaam  and  Jacob.  But 
the  monarchy  and  the  centrality  of  David's  rule  gave  messianism  its 
distinctive  foundation.  God's  future  reign  is  linked  with  David's 
dynasty.  Therefore  the  abolition  of  the  monarchy  did  not  nullify  the 
hope  itself,  for  the  hope  was  ultimately  founded  on  faith  in  the  crea¬ 
tive  power  of  God  in  history.  Therefore,  Deutero-Isaiah  and  Ezekiel 
both  proclaim  restoration,  not  as  a  return  to  the  past  but  as  a  new 
creation  by  God.  This  theme  is  particularly  seen  in  the  Servant  Songs 
which  offer  us  a  theology  of  history.  The  Servant,  who  sums  up  the 
history  of  Israel  as  “the  elect,  the  wretched,  the  missionary,  the 
glorified  one''  (p.  338),  will  succeed  where  Israel  failed.  This  Servant, 
who  must  be  an  individual  in  the  last  song,  and  who  is  described  occa¬ 
sionally  by  elements  taken  from  the  pagan  cults,  is  essentially  the 
‘ebed  who  fulfills  all  the  basic  roles  of  Israel  as  king,  prophet,  and 
priest.25  How  is  the  Son  of  Man  in  Daniel  related  to  the  Messiah  and 
Servant?  Although  he  represents  primarily  the  tradition  of  “pri¬ 
mordial  man,”  and  through  this  stress  on  transcendence  helps  to  keep 

“The  discussion  of  the  Servant  Songs  (pp.  338ff.)  shares  in  the  general 
weakness  of  the  third  part  of  the  book  in  being  much  too  brief.  The  whole 
problem  of  identification  of  the  Servant  of  Isaiah  40-55  is  virtually  passed  over. 
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the  messianic  idea  from  becoming  simply  a  political  hope,  he  is  not  in 
absolute  opposition  to  the  Messiah.  “The  Son  of  Man  is,  then,  a  real 
king,  his  function  overlaps  the  Messiah’s  but  by  giving  him  the  title  of 
man  the  author  of  the  book  of  Daniel  seeks  to  disentangle  Messianism 
from  national  ties  and  to  link  it  with  the  universal  outlook  of  Genesis” 
(P*  342). 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT 
AND  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 

Apart  from  an  occasional  sentence  (e.g.,  pp.  61-62,  112)  Jacob 
limits  discussion  of  the  relationship  between  the  Testaments  to  only 
a  few  statements  in  the  Introduction.  Thus,  although  his  general 
position  is  clear,  he  leaves  various  questions  unanswered,  particularly 
in  regard  to  the  pattern  of  relationship.  Jacob  states  boldly : 

A  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  which  is  founded  not  on  certain  isolated 
verses,  but  on  the  Old  Testament  as  a  whole,  can  only  be  a  Christology,  for 
what  was  revealed  under  the  old  covenant,  through  a  long  and  varied  his¬ 
tory,  in  events,  persons  and  institutions,  is,  in  Christ,  gathered  together  and 
brought  to  perfection  (p.  12). 

Elsewhere  he  states:  “A  line  not  always  straight,  but  nonetheless 
continuous,  leads  from  the  anthropomorphisms  of  the  earliest  pages 
of  the  Bible,  to  the  incarnation  of  God  in  Jesus  Christ”  (p.  32). 20 
What  he  means  is  simply  that  in  spite  of  diversities  the  twofold  theme 
of  the  Old  Testament — the  presence  and  action  of  God — carries  on 
into  the  New  Testament.  The  Old  Testament  shares  with  the  New 
the  basic  message  of  the  same  God  who  is  present  in  the  world  and 
who  comes  to  save.  For  this  reason  Jacob  can  point  out  that  one 
often  needs  the  Old  Testament  to  complete  the  message  of  the  New. 
The  Decalogue  is  the  finest  expression  of  Christian  ethics,  the  psalms 
of  Christian  piety,  and  the  prophets  of  Christian  eschatology  (p.  31). 

Jacob  takes  his  stance,  then,  on  some  form  of  promise  and  fulfill¬ 
ment.  The  purposefulness  in  history,  of  which  he  speaks  at  length, 
finds  its  greatest  and  ultimate  fulfillment  in  Jesus  Christ.  The  pattern 

33  In  the  preface  to  the  second  French  edition  Jacob  writes :  “L’Ancien  Testa¬ 
ment  compris  comme  une  histoire  qui  est  Thistoire  du  salut,  nous  m£ne  non 
seulement  jusqu’au  seuil  du  Nouveau  Testament,  mais  englobe  meme  ce  dernier” 
(p.  ix).  He  also  speaks  here  of  the  difficulty  of  understanding  the  place  of  the 
inter testamental  literature  in  this  history  of  salvation. 
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of  God's  actions  shown  in  the  Old  Testament  is  typical  of  his  work 
illustrated  in  the  New.  Thus  apart  from  the  New  Testament  the 
profundity  of  the  Old  cannot  be  seen,  for  the  New  Testament  is  itself 
a  theology  of  the  Old  Testament.  Therefore,  Old  Testament  theology 
<rcanT6nly  be  ^hristolo^/'  and  presumably  a  theology  of  the  Old 
Testament  written  by  a  Jew  would  have  some  basic  differences  from 
Jacob's  theological  formulation.  However,  one  could  wish  for  more 
clarification,  although  Jacob  expressly  states  that  he  does  not  attempt 
to  deal  with  the  permanent  or  Christian  value  of  the  Old  Testament 
(p.  32).  The  claim  that  Christian  ethics,  piety,  and  eschatology  have 
no  better  expression  than  in  the  Decalogue,  psalms,  and  prophets  is 
somewhat  confusing.  If  the  New  Testament  is  the  fulfillment  of  the 
Old  Testament,  then  in  that  very  fulfillment  there  is  something  new. 
What  are  the  new  elements  and  in  what  sense,  if  any,  do  they 
abrogate  the  Old  Testament?  Jacob  does  show  how  the  early  church, 
in  its  battle  against  Marcion  and  the  Gnostics,  absorbed  the  Old 
Testament  into  its  canon  by  allegorical  exegesis ;  but  only  by  implica¬ 
tion  does  he  suggest  the  legitimate  role  the  Old  Testament  may  play 
in  the  life  of  the  church. 

Looking  back  over  Jacob's  Theology,  one  appreciates  anew  the 
excellent  way  he  has  brought  together  the  variant  elements  of  Old 
Testament  faith,  and  focused  our  attention  on  their  central  themes. 
The  book's  relatively  brief  scope  (334  pages),  its  solid  scholarship, 
its  balanced  judgments,  and  its  lucid  style,  all  combine  to  make  it 
a  reliable  and  penetrating  study.  The  bibliographies  that  follow  each 
chapter  provide  helpful  guides  for  more  detailed  research.  One  can 
only  regret  that  the  second  French  edition  did  not  bring  them  up  to 
date  more  thoroughly.  Inevitably  in  a  work  of  this  size  there  are 
lacunae  or  discussions  that  are  too  brief  to  be  clear,  but  overall  the 
unifying  religious  ideas  of  the  Old  Testament  have  been  spelled  out 
and  shown  to  be  derived  foundationally  from  the  “presence"  and 
“action"  in  history  of  the  “living  God." 
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Some  might  say,  and  with  justification,  that  G.  A.  F.  Knight’s 
A  Christian  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 1  is  neither  a  proper 

1  Though  the  bibliography  of  Knight’s  published  works  continues  to  grow, 
and  though  each  of  his  works  casts  at  least  some  light  upon  his  understanding 
of  Old  Testament  theology,  the  present  essay  will  treat  in  detail  only  his  most 
extensive  and  comprehensive  work  on  the  subject,  A  Christian  Theology  of  the 
Old  Testament  (Richmond:  John  Knox  Press,  1959).  Hereinafter  this  work 
will  be  referred  to  in  footnotes  as  CTOT.  All  citations  from  this  book  will  be 
identified  by  the  page  numbers  in  parenthesis  in  the  text. 

Special  mention  must  also  be  made  at  this  point  of:  (1)  From  Moses  to 
Paul:  A  Chris tological  Study  in  the  Light  of  Our  Hebraic  Heritage  (London: 
1949),  to  some  extent  more  christological  in  its  treatment  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment,  as  the  subtitle  would  indicate,  than  the  present,  more  mature  work; 
(2)  A  Biblical  Approach  to  the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity  (Edinburgh:  1953), 
especially  the  first  three  chapters,  pp.  1-59,  each  of  which  deals  with  some  as¬ 
pect  of  “Hebraic  thinking” ;  and  (3)  Law  and  Grace :  Must  a  Christian  Keep 
the  Law  of  Moses?  (Philadelphia:  The  Westminster  Press,  1962),  a  more 
homiletical  work  than  any  Knight  has  written,  clearly  designed  primarily  for 
the  nonspecialist,  and  concerned  with  “the  present-day  trend  ...  to  integrate 
‘Law’  and  'Gospel’  ”  (p.  10). 
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theology  of  the  Old  Testament  nor  a  really  Christian  work  in  orien¬ 
tation  and  approach.  Certainly,  there  is  in  this  work  nothing  like  a 
theological  system.  Its  references  to  Christianity  seem  to  come  more 
from  impulse  than  from  an  ordered  bias,  occurring  as  they  do  in  con¬ 
cluding  paragraphs,  footnotes,  and  appendices.  One  may  legitimately 
ask,  therefore,  why  this  work  should  be  allotted  space  in  a  volume  of 
essays  about  contemporary  treatments  of  Old  Testament  theology 
in  which  some  special  attention  is  given  to  the  relation  of  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  thought  to  the  Christian  faith. 

The  answer  to  such  a  question  is  not  difficult.  To  begin  with, 
Knight's  work,  with  all  its  inadequacies,  is  surely  the  most  serious 
and  extensive  effort  to  deal  with  Old  Testament  theology  as  the  for¬ 
mative  framework  of  New  Testament  theological  statement  which 
has  yet  appeared  during  what  R.  C.  Dentan  has  so  aptly  called  “a 
Golden  Age"  in  the  production  of  works  on  Old  Testament  theology.2 
Again,  Knight  has  kept  his  work  within  the  mainstream  of  con¬ 
temporary  discussion  of  Old  Testament  theology  by  avoiding,  for  the 
most  part,  the  christological  approach  of  Wilhelm  Vischer.8  For  ex¬ 
ample,  Knight  states:  “The  assumption  that  the  Old  Testament  is 
the  Word  of  God  to  the  Church  ...  is  not  the  same  thing  as  the 
inference  that  may  be  drawn  therefrom,  viz.,  that  the  Old  Testament 
must  be  understood  christologically”  (pp.  7-8). 

Further,  both  hermeneutics  and  typology,  subjects  of  such  crucial 
importance  in  the  study  of  Old  Testament  theology  today,  form 
a  central  part  of  Knight's  treatment;  the  latter,  more  than  Knight 
seems  willing  to  admit.3 4 *  These  reasons  alone  would  make  the  in- 

3  Robert  C.  Dentan,  Preface  to  Old  Testament  Theology,  rev.  ed.  (New  York 
The  Seabury  Press,  1963),  pp.  72  ff.,  dates  the  beginning  of  this  “distinct  turn¬ 
ing  point”  in  the  history  of  the  study  of  Old  Testament  theology  at  1949.  Cf. 
Brevard  S.  Childs,  “Advance,  but  Not  Arrival,”  Review,  Interpretation,  14 
(1960),  pp.  202-204. 

8  Wilhelm  Vischer,  Das  Christuszeugnis  des  Alten  Testaments,  vols.  1-2, 
third  ed.  (Miinchen:  1936).  For  briefer  treatments,  see  his  “Everywhere  the 
Scripture  Is  About  Christ  Alone”  in  The  Old  Testament  and  Christian  Faith: 
A  Theological  Discussion .  B.  W.  Anderson,  ed.  (New  York:  1963),  pp.  90-101, 
and  Die  Bedeutung  des  Alten  Testaments  fiir  das  Christliche  Leben,  TS,  3 
(Zurich:  1947). 

4  Cf.  Samuel  Terrien,  Review,  USQR,  15  (I960),  p.  329;  Howard  N.  Bream, 

Review,  LQ,  12  (1960),  pp.  174-175. 
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elusion  of  Knight’s  work  mandatory  in  any  serious  assessment  of  Old 
Testament  theology  in  contemporary  discussion. 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

A  Christian  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  is  not  a  definitive  work; 
Knight  himself  would  not  claim  that  it  is  more  than  “a  theology  of  the 
Old  Testament.”  (p.  7).  Some  critics  would  even  deny  that  it  is  a 
theology.8  Nor  is  Knight’s  work  well-organized  or  comprehensive; 
it  is  by  no  means  exhaustive  even  on  those  subjects  it  treats ;  and  not 
a  few  subjects  which  are  of  vital  and  perhaps  crucial  importance  to 
any  thorough  consideration  of  Old  Testament  theology,  such  as  doc¬ 
trines  of  the  presence  of  God,  the  cult,  and  the  laity,  are  either  given 
a  cursory  treatment  or  ignored  altogether.  All  in  all,  the  book  is  quite 
uneven  in  quality :  there  are  times  when  Knight  makes  his  point  with 
thoroughness  and  vigor  but  there  are  other  times  when  he  makes  it 
poorly  or  not  at  all.  Too  often,  the  reader  is  faced  with  unnecessary 
digressions,  with  sections  which  stop  short  of  a  satisfactory  or  even  a 
relevant  conclusion,  and  with  a  surprising  number  of  non  sequiturs \ 
especially  in  the  abundant  biblical  references. 

At  the  same  time,  there  is  no  denying  Knight  the  honor  due  him 
for  producing  a  work  which  is  creative,  nearly  always  stimulating, 
and  quite  often  eloquent.  He  has  included  in  this  book  a  large  number 
of  exceedingly  helpful  insights  into  Hebrew  thought  and  some  most 
imaginative  word  studies.  For  the  most  part  he  has  done  his  exegesis 
carefully,  lapsing  only  occasionally  into  eisegesis,  and  his  arrange¬ 
ment  of  supporting  passages  is  many  times  both  fresh  and  brilliant. 
The  strengths  of  A  Christian  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  far 
outweigh  its  weaknesses,  and  perhaps  the  finest  compliment  to  be 
paid  it  is  to  say  that  this  interpretation  of  Old  Testament  thought 
will  provoke  in  the  careful  reader  as  many  new  ideas  again  as  the 
book  itself  sets  forth.  Even  if  these  new  ideas  are  contradictory  to 
his  own,  Knight  will  have  had  an  ample  reward  in  having  stimulated 
them. 

The  reviews  of  the  book  bear  out  what  is  here  said  by  the  very 
range  of  their  estimate  of  its  value;  they  run  the  gamut  from  en- 

“See,  for  example,  H.  D.  Hummel,  “Survey  of  Recent  Literature,”  in  The 
Old  Testament  in  Modern  Research,  H.  F.  Hahn,  ed.  (Philadelphia:  Fortress 
Press,  1966),  p.  303;  M.  G.  Kline,  WTJ,  22  (1960),  pp.  195-196. 
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thusiastic  approval®  through  qualified  admiration7  and  reserved  ap¬ 
preciation  8  to  puzzled  dissatisfaction,9  disfavor,10  vigorous  demurrer,11 
and  complete  disavowal.12  While  it  is  not  appropriate  to  call  Knight's 
statement  controversial,  only  a  thought-provoking  book  could  call 
forth  such  a  variety  of  scholarly  opinion. 

One  of  the  things  Knight's  reviewers  complain  about  is  his  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  material  at  his  disposal;18  while  others  undoubtedly 
would  have  ordered  the  treatment  differently,  a  part  of  a  man's 
presentation  is  the  skeleton  upon  which  he  hangs  his  argument  and 
conclusions.  In  the  summary  which  follows,  therefore,  Knight's  own 
outline  is  followed  as  closely  as  possible. 

Having  made  clear  his  presupposition  that  the  Old  Testament  “is 
nothing  less  than  Christian  Scripture"  (p.  7) ,  that  it  must  be  under¬ 
stood  in  its  totality,  and  that  the  same  God  speaks  in  both  Testa¬ 
ments  through  his  Son  (Israel  and  Jesus,  respectively),  Knight  then 
presents  his  argument  in  four  parts:  “God,"  “God  and  Creation," 
“God  and  Israel,"  and  “The  Zeal  of  the  Lord."  Aside  from  the  first 
part,  which  deals  exclusively  with  the  Old  Testament  concept  of 
God,  the  traditional  “God  and  Man"  categories  of  Old  Testament 
theology  are  not  followed,  and  the  classical,  though  probably  artificial, 
subcategorization  of  the  systematic  theologies  of  the  Old  Testament 
is  rightly  abandoned  altogether. 

•Alan  Richardson,  JTS,  11  (I960),  pp.  376-377;  L.  A.  Whiston,  Jr.,  JBR 
29  (1961),  pp.  244-245. 

TN.  H.  Snaith,  SJT ,  13  (1960),  pp.  90-91;  Terrien,  op.  ext. ,  pp.  329-330; 
Childs,  op.  cit.,  pp.  202-204. 

0  Norman  Porteous,  Society  for  Old  Testament  Study  Book  List  (1960), 
pp.  37-38;  H.  H.  Rowley,  ET,  71  (1959),  p.  73;  J.  D.  Smart,  JBL,  79  (1960), 
pp.  290-291;  J.  Hempel,  ZAW,  72  (1960),  pp.  96-97;  C.  A.  Keller,  TZ,  16 
(1960),  pp.  483-484. 

•D.  G.  Hill,  Theology ,  63  (1960),  pp.  82-84;  Biblica,  41,  p.  449,  which  ac¬ 
cords  CTOT  only  an  indifferent  two  sentence  note. 

10  H.  S.  Gehman,  TT,  17  (1960),  pp.  390-391;  Dentan,  op.  cit.,  pp.  77-78. 

u  Kline,  op.  cit,  pp.  193-196;  Bream,  op.  cit.,  pp.  174-175. 

u  James  Barr,  Biblical  Words  for  Time,  Studies  in  Biblical  Theology,  Series 
33  (Chicago:  Alec  R.  Allenson,  1962),  pp.  61,  114,  129-133.  Cf.  his  criticism  of 
A  Biblical  Approach  to  the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  The  Semantics  of  Bib¬ 
lical  Language.  (Oxford:  1961),  pp.  15-19,  23,  28-29,  89f.,  252-254. 

“  See  Snaith,  op.  cit,  pp.  90-91 ;  Childs,  op.  cit,  p.  203 ;  Smart,  op.  cit,  pp. 
290-291;  Bream,  op.  cit,  p.  174. 
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For  Knight,  Hebrew  man  thinks  in  concrete  terms  and  employs 
“pictorial  language,”  activistic  and  related  to  God  alive  and  man 
alive.  Such  thinking  also  characterizes  the  New  Testament;  indeed, 
Pictorial  thinking  is  the  essence  of  the  whole  biblical  revelation” 
(p.  80).  A  theology  of  the  Old  Testament  conceived  in  Christian 
terms  is  therefore  best  set  forth,  Knight  has  obviously  concluded, 
upon  the  basis  of  a  collection  of  these  theological  pictures  into  a  uni¬ 
fied  showing  with  like  periods  placed  loosely  together,  side  by  side. 
It  is  just  this  which  A  Christian  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament 
attempts  to  do,  and  this  accounts  in  part  for  its  often  disjointed  and 
sometimes  forced  quality. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

Knight’s  approach  to  his  subject  is  topical,  and  sometimes  his 
topics  are  misleading.  He  is  convinced  of  the  importance  of  history 
for  an  understanding  of  Old  Testament  theology,  and  says  in  fact 
that  “Exegesis  remains  exegesis,  only  so  long  as  we  cling  faithfully 
to  history”  (p.  215).  He  does  not,  however,  tie  his  argument  to  any 
definite  historical  framework,  and  tends  consequently  to  attach  far 
too  much  importance  to  the  Exile  and  to  see  connections  where  per¬ 
haps  none  exist.  Further,  Knight  takes  an  approach  to  literary  criti¬ 
cism  which  is  far  too  naive,  and  he  too  often  sets  forth  only  the  view 
which  supports  the  point  he  wishes  to  make.  In  fairness,  however, 
one  must  add  that  he  argues  in  this  manner  from  his  view  of  the  unity 
and  consistency  of  Old  Testament  thought  across  many  years,  and 
not  from  a  determined  proof-text  methodology  per  se. 

CONTENTS  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

Knight  arranges  his  theological  pictures  under  four  topics  for  the 
reader’s  consideration:  “God,”  “God  and  Creation,”  “God  and  Israel,” 
and  “The  Zeal  of  the  Lord.” 

GOD. 

The  first  gallery  of  pictures  is  concerned  with  how  the  living 
God  makes  himself  known  to  man.  His  revelation  is  wrought  out  in 
history  and  in  relationship  to  one  specific  people  who  were  no  people 
until  they  became  a  people  in  God's  purpose  for  his  service.  Indeed, 
Old  Testament  theology  is  to  be  discovered  in  the  “historical  se- 
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quence”  of  “the  development  of  the  relationship  between  the  living 
God  . .  .  and  that  empirical  People”  (p.  18). 

So  God  reveals  himself  in  speech,  in  action  and  in  his  image,  which 
is  in  man  and  is  man.  The  fluidity  in  Hebrew  thought  between  the 
one  and  the  many  is  present  also  in  thought  about  God.14  God  pic¬ 
tures  himself  as  man,  in  totality  in  his  own  being  and  in  totality 
in  society.  God’s  name,  which  he  himself  gives,  is  the  nearest  Old 
Testament  approach  to  a  divine  self-description.  Involved  in  this 
revelation  is  the  declaration  of  God’s  Word  in  connection  with  visible 
phenomena.  For  Knight,  this  revelation  is  God’s  “emptying”  him¬ 
self  “in  total  humility  into  Moses’  hands”  (pp.  44-45).  However, 
one  wonders  whether  the  action  depicted  in  Exodus  3  is  not  rather  a 
confident,  even  arrogant  assertion  of  divine  sovereignty,  and  even 
more  profoundly,  a  placing  of  the  divine  “presence”  in  the  midst  of 
the  chosen  people.15 

God  is  known  in  the  active  participial  forms  which  describe  his 
continuing  activity,  particularly  in  his  “being  with”  and  “becoming 
with”  his  people  (pp.  52-56).  “Yahweh  is  the  God  who  is  ‘with’  his 
people  because  he  is  in  their  midst”  (p.  56).  The  spoken  word  for 
the  Hebrew  had  an  objective,  concrete  quality;  man’s  word,  “spoken 
with  intent,  was  always  becoming  ‘incarnate’,”  and  so  also  with  God, 
who  must  always  “speak  with  intent”  (p.  60).  God’s  name  and  God’s 
word  are  his  alter  egos  and  at  the  same  time  part  of  his  unity  of  being, 
and  through  them  “he  was  immanent”  (pp.  61-64). 

God  also  makes  himself  known  to  Old  Testament  man  through  his 
“family.”  Among  names  other  than  Yahweh,  the  most  significant  is 
9elohim,  “a  quantitative  plural,”  quite  likely  referring  to  “the  living 
hosts  of  heavenly  beings”  (pp.  65-68) .  Included  in  such  “hosts”  are 
the  various  manifestations  of  God,  his  “sons,”  his  “messengers,”  his 
“angels,”  his  “powers,”  and  his  theophanic  visitations.16  Also  included 

14  In  addition  to  the  basic  sources  on  “corporate  personality,”  cited  by  Knight, 
see  the  important  article  by  J.  R.  Porter,  “The  Legal  Aspects  of  the  Concept 
of  ‘Corporate  Personality'  in  the  Old  Testament,”  VT,  15  (1965),  pp.  361-380. 

“Cf.,  e.g.,  Gerhard  von  Rad,  Studies  in  Deuteronomy,  Studies  in  Biblical 
Theology  9,  trans.  David  Stalker  (Chicago:  Henry  Regnery  Co.,  1953),  pp. 
37-44. 

“Knight's  seriatim  listing  of  “the  various  Old  Testament  theophanies,” 
CTOT,  pp.  75-78,  made  in  the  context  of  his  discussion  of  the  angel,  is  per¬ 
haps  for  that  reason  limited.  One  wishes  both  that  he  had  defined  what  he 
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in  the  list  of  heavenly  beings  are  the  “Angel  of  the  Covenant”  (p.  80) 
and  the  “Angel  of  his  presence”  (pp.  80-83). 17 

A  further  manifestation  of  God  is  to  be  seen  in  the  movement  of 
his  Spirit  through  the  life  and  times  of  Old  Testament  man.  The 
Spirit  of  God,  indeed,  “is  no  less  than  God  himself”  (pp.  85-86) — a 
statement  which  is  no  doubt  correct,  but  one  which  Knight  proceeds 
to  undermine  by  his  rather  debatable  exegesis  of  Psalm  51:11  and 
Psalm  139:7.  On  the  surface  these  passages  seem  to  identify  the 
presence  of  God  with  the  Spirit  of  God. 

The  Old  Testament,  says  Knight,  does  not  “provide  us  with  any 
speculative  ideas”  about  God ;  we  must  rather  find  God  as  he  reveals 
himself  in  his  own  heavenly  life  and  in  his  actions  in  the  world,  and 
clues  for  the  search  are  to  be  found  not  in  “abstract  nouns”  but  in 
“verbs  or  active  participles”  (pp.  88-89,  101). 18  At  the  same  time, 
Knight  claims,  “the  essence  of  God  is  divinity”  (p.  89),  and  the  Old 
Testament  employs  two  significant  words  to  describe  “what  God  is 
like  in  himself”;  qdsh,  holiness,  and  kbd ,  glory.  Holiness  refers  to 
the  fact  that  God  is  “wholly  other”  (p.  90)  and  possesses  an  “awe-ful 
otherness”  which  separates  him  from  man  as  man  and  from  man  as 
sinner  (p.  93).  Glory  is  that  “living”  manifestation  of  God,  covering 
many  aspects  of  his  essential  nature,  through  which  “the  hidden  God 


means  by  “theophany”  and  more,  that  he  had  given  much  fuller  attention  to  this 
important  aspect  of  Old  Testament  theology.  Cf.  Jorg  Jeremias,  Theophanie: 
Die  Geschichte  einer  alttestamentlichen  Gattung  (Neukirchen-Vluyn:  1965), 
WMZANT  10;  J.  K.  Kuntz,  The  Self -Revelation  of  God  (Philadelphia:  The 
Westminster  Press,  1967)  ;  Claus  Westermann,  “The  Epiphany  of  God”  in  his 
The  Praise  of  God  in  the  Psalms  (Richmond:  John  Knox  Press,  1965),  pp. 
93-101. 

17  Though  Knight's  discussion  of  panim  and  parnh  and  his  question  “God  or 
the  angel?”  in  reference  to  Isaiah  63:9  (pp.  80-83)  seem  to  miss  the  point: 
the  angel  and  God  must  surely  be  identical  here  as  at  so  many  other  places  in 
the  Old  Testament. 

18  The  similarity  of  Knight's  argument  here  and  in  A  Biblical  Approach  to 
the  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  pp.  8-17  (and  to  some  extent  passim  in  both 
works)  to  the  argument  set  forth  in  much  greater  detail  by  Thorlief  Boman 
in  Hebrew  Thought  Compared  with  Greek  (Philadelphia:  The  Westminster 
Press,  1961),  esp.  pp.  27-51,  58-67,  72-113,  is  worth  noting.  Though  Knight 
depends  heavily  upon  Johannes  Pedersen,  Israel,  Its  Life  and  Culture  (New 
York:  Oxford  University  Press,  1926-1940),  he  seldom  refers  to  Boman's 
work— see,  for  example,  CTOT,  p.  163,  n.  1. 
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of  the  Old  Testament  principally  expresses  his  essential  Self  to  man” 
(p.  97)  » 

GOD  AND  CREATION 

The  beginning  of  the  victory  of  God  on  behalf  of  his  people  is 
the  defeat  of  a  primal  chaos-monster  (pp.  108-116).  The  writers  of 
the  material  of  the  early  chapters  of  Genesis,  who  incidentally,  are  far 
too  intimately  connected  with  the  Exile  by  Knight,  "moralized”  myth¬ 
ological  concepts  at  their  disposal,  and  retold  the  story  of  beginnings 
in  terms  of  "purpose.”  This  chaotic  principle  is  manifest  in  the  waters 
of  tehom,  in  the  oppression  by  Pharaoh  and  the  land  of  Egypt,  in  the 
desert,  in  abyss/Sheol,  and  in  the  disorder  and  agony  of  the  individual’s 
personal  existence.20  Creation  thus  comes,  in  a  very  specific  sense,  to 
be  equated  with  redemption. 

Man  is  a  creature  among  creatures,  but  differs  from  other  creatures 
in  his  authority  to  rule  over  them  and,  so  far  as  Israel  is  concerned, 
in  his  Exodus-redemption.  Even  though  sinful,  man  is  yet  able  to 
have  fellowship  with  God.  The  image  of  God  which  is  set  within  man 
has  become  defaced  with  man’s  fall,  but  not  eradicated.  Man  has 
free  will,  but  somehow  tohu ,  chaos,  gets  the  uppermost  hand  within 
man,  implanting  "the  tendency  towards  disintegration”  (Knight’s 
translation  of  yetser ) .  Thus  sin,  "a  breaking  off  of  relations  with  the 
living  God,”  becomes  a  disruptive  factor  in  God’s  original  "plan” 
(pp.  124-127). 21  This  rebellion,  further,  is  in  evidence  throughout 


10  It  should  be  mentioned  in  passing  that  Knight's  treatment  of  qdsh  is  much 
too  superficial,  particularly  with  regard  to  what  he  calls  its  "moral  content.” 
The  reader  is  referred  to  Otto  Procksch,  "The  Use  of  the  Term  Holiness  in 
the  Old  Testament,”  TDNT,  vol.  I,  pp.  89-97  and  to  James  Muilenburg,  “Holi¬ 
ness,”  IDB,  vol.  E-J,  pp.  616-625.  Further,  Knight's  statement  that  God's  kbd, 
however  conceived,  is  “objectively  separable  from  God  himself”  (p.  95)  is  not 
borne  out  by  the  Old  Testament :  see  Exodus  33 :22 ;  Leviticus  9 :4,  6,  and  23 ; 
Psalm  113:4;  Zechariah  8:2,  for  example,  and  cf.  G.  Henton  Davies,  “Glory,” 
IDB,  vol.  E-J,  pp.  401-403. 

30  Though  Knight  goes  entirely  too  far  in  suggesting  that  the  waters  struck 
by  Moses  from  the  rock  (Numbers  20:11)  were  none  other  than  the  tehom - 
waters  (p.  115),  and  that  Jesus  when  calming  the  waters  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee 
(Mark  4:35-41)  was  claiming  to  be  Lord  “of  the  Chaotic-Deep”  (pp.  116-117, 
n.  3). 

a  Knight  never  defines  precisely  what  this  “plan”  was. 
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the  universe — even  the  “angels  in  heaven”  are  involved  (pp.  127- 
128),  and  God’s  task  is  therefore  both  vast  and  urgent. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  sinful  rebellion,  God’s  wrath  is  visited 
upon  his  creation  and  upon  no  one  more  fully  than  his  special  people, 
whose  special  blessing  gives  them  a  special  responsibility.  This  “wrath 
of  God”  is  yet  another  aspect  of  the  active,  living  God,  and  the  Old 
Testament  makes  it  clear  that  this  wrath  is  directed  at  the  sinner, 
not  at  the  sin  (pp.  132-134).  The  instruments  of  wrath  are  repre¬ 
sented  pictorially — angels  of  destruction  and  Satan,  variously  con¬ 
ceived  and  manifested — and  they  are  all  under  the  sovereignty  of 
God.  Man’s  rebellion,  in  time  made  inevitable  by  his  hardness  of 
heart,  has  infected  his  environment  and  brought  the  whole  earth 
under  God’s  curse.  But  this  rebellion,  too,  is  under  God’s  sovereignty. 
He  is  merciful  and  gracious,  actively  manifesting  his  love  for  Israel, 
and  able  to  make  good  even  of  “man’s  inner  yetser  towards  re¬ 
bellion”  (pp.  143-145). 

GOD  AND  ISRAEL 

The  revelation  of  God  mediated  to  the  world  by  Israel  (and  to 
Israel  by  Israel)  is  inseparably  wed  both  to  history  and  to  the  inter¬ 
pretation  (and  reinterpretation)  of  that  history.  For  Knight,  “The 
Sinai  event  must  have  been  historical”  (p.  150).  Yet  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  writers  were  concerned  not  with  “objective  history,”  but  with 
setting  forth  the  “significance  of  the  events”  in  regard  to  God’s  pur¬ 
poses  for  his  people.  However,  the  interpretation  becomes  inseparable 
from  the  historical  event  and,  “in  reality  ...  as  much  part  of  the  di¬ 
vine  event  as  the  original  historical  occurrence  itself”  (pp.  152-155). 
There  is,  further,  an  essential  unity  to  all  the  successive  interpretations 
and  retellings  which  both  attests  the  validity  of  the  historical  core  and 
leads  to  the  corollary  that  “the  whole  cosmic  purpose  of  God  . . .  hinges 
upon  the  historical  fact  of  God’s  choice  of  empirical  Israel”  (p.  157). 
So  God’s  action,  Israel’s  response  to  it,  and  a  collection  of  interpreta¬ 
tive  descriptions  of  both  are  the  makings  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  the 
response  of  the  Christian  man  makes  a  suprahistorical  revelation  of  the 
historical  core  and  all  the  layers  of  interpretation  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  (pp.  157-159). 

The  first  great  historical  event  in  the  history  of  Israel  as  a  people 
is,  of  course,  the  Exodus-deliverance;  it  was  in  this  event,  indeed, 
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that  Israel  came  into  being.  But  the  Exodus  in  Old  Testament 
theology  is  fused  with  the  concept  of  creation,  both  symbolically  and 
actually.  Because  of  the  Exodus  Abraham’s  fatherhood  takes  on  a 
special  significance,  and  the  Exodus  can  even  be  described,  says 
Knight,  as  the  moment  of  birth  not  only  of  the  nation,  but  even  of 
the  cosmos,  “already  lying  waiting  to  be  redeemed  through  Israel” 
(pp.  165-166).  So  again  the  need  for  “empirical  Israel”  is  seen; 
without  Israel,  no  Exodus  could  have  taken  place,  as,  paradoxically, 
there  could  be  no  Israel  without  Exodus.  All  this  line  of  interpreta¬ 
tion,  of  course,  makes  the  Old  Testament  an  almost  incredibly  Israel- 
centered  revelation,  which  is  the  view  which  Knight  is  trying  to 
establish. 

The  Old  Testament  sets  forth  Israel’s  own  theological  under¬ 
standing  of  herself  through  a  number  of  figures,  in  keeping  with  the 
Hebrew  penchant  for  concrete  pictorial  language.  The  figure  of  the 
vine  and  the  vineyard,  “as  the  type  of  effervescent  life,”  represented 
both  the  totum  corpus  of  Israel  (“one  Vine”)  and  also  the  in¬ 
dividual  sons  and  daughters  of  Israel  (“twigs  and  shoots”),  planted 
by  God  (pp.  167-169).  The  figure  of  the  Son  of  God  similarly  has 
reference  to  Israel  as  a  corpus  and  to  individuals  within  Israel ;  the 
son  is  unique  not  by  virtue  of  any  physical  relationship  to  the  Father, 
but  because  of  the  “adoption”  of  Israel  “at  birth”  in  the  Exodus- 
deliverance  (pp.  169-174).  So  also  the  figure  of  the  Son  of  Man, 
“Man  in  his  very  essence,”  is  a  description  of  “the  empirical  Israel 
of  the  Old  Testament  story,”  and  refers  both  to  the  “chosen”  and 
“beloved”  representative  of  Israel  and  to  the  whole  of  Israel,  sep¬ 
arately  and/or  simultaneously  (pp.  174-177). 

Though  there  is  some  question  about  the  exact  meaning  of  the 
figure  “Bride,”  says  Knight,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  for  Hosea, 
particularly,  the  “Bride  of  Yahweh”  is  “the  whole  body  of  Israel, 
empirical,  sinful  Israel”  (pp.  177-178).  Israel,  through  idolatry,  had 
become  a  harlot,  subject  to  bafal,  “master”;  Yahweh  is  prepared  to 
forgive  and  restore  her  to  relationship  with  him  as  Jish,  “husband.” 
In  fact,  holy  Yahweh  is  proposing  to  become  “one  flesh”  with  harlot 
Israel  (Hosea  2:16  and  Genesis  2:24), 22  a  figure  which  approaches 

“The  “two  dicta”  of  these  two  verses  were  set  “side  by  side  in  the  one 
sacred  Scripture”  by  the  people  of  Israel,  says  Knight,  and  “regarded  ...  as 
the  Word  of  God  to  be  believed,  accepted  and  made  incarnate  in  their  com- 
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“blasphemy”  except  for  those  “who  see  the  completion  of  the  Old 
Testament  in  the  New  Testament”  (pp.  179-181)  ♦  This  figure  has, 
in  reference  to  the  union  of  Yahweh  and  his  Bride,  an  eschatological 
aspect :  Knight  proposes  the  theory  of  a  marriage  at  Sinai,  followed 
by  a  wilderness  honeymoon,  and  anticipating  a  “marriage”  yet  to  be 
experienced  “in  all  its  true  and  deep  sense  and  meaning,”  and  in¬ 
volving  the  “total  surrender”  of  the  Bride  (pp.  181-184). 

Israel  also  thought  of  herself  as  a  rock ;  as  God  is  a  Rock  in  whom 
she  hides  and  takes  refuge,  so  she  is  to  become  in  the  “messianic 
future”  a  “refuge  to  the  weary  and  the  worn”  and  also  a  God-hewn 
“rock  of  offence”  to  the  Gentiles  (pp.  184-189).  Finally,  Israel  is 
presented  in  the  Old  Testament  as  a  Servant,  “slave  .  .  .  who  be¬ 
longs  to  a  master,”  and  this  Servant-figure  can  be  seen  to  represent 
Israel  in  toto,  the  “faithful  element  within  Israel,”  and  also  in  the 
person  of  an  individual  (pp.  189-192).  Each  of  these  six  figures,  in¬ 
deed,  can  be  seen  to  refer  to  Israel  as  a  whole  and  in  individual  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  whole;  and  each  one  sets  forth  the  “unique  relation¬ 
ship  that  obtains  between  God  and  Israel,”  a  suggestion  of  what 
Israel  “was  to  be  to  the  Gentiles”  (pp.  192-193). 

THE  ZEAL  OF  THE  LORD 

The  final  major  section  of  A  Christian  Theology  of  the  Old  T esta - 
ment  is  given  to  a  consideration  of  the  question  of  God’s  purpose  in 
this  unique  and  “strange”  relationship  which  he  established  with  his 
special  people.  In  this  final  section  the  majority  of  Knight’s  specifically 
Christian  implications  of  Old  Testament  theology  are  set  forth;  but 
even  here,  they  are  in  fact  far  less  frequent  than  Knight’s  title  would 
lead  one  to  expect. 

In  view  of  the  covenant  which  God  has  made  with  man,  he  cannot 
“go  back,”  even  in  the  face  of  Israel’s  perversity  and  rebellion.  Thus 
he  devises  a  new  plan,  which  will  be  operative  within  history  and 
will  “enfold  within  his  purpose”  a  certain  segment  of  sinful  man¬ 
kind,  using  even  a  limited  allegiance  to  his  end  (pp.  197-200).  God 
moves  this  plan  forward  in  a  series  of  “moments,”  each  of  which 

munity  life”  (CTOT,  p.  179).  Such  comparisons  are  quite  typical  of  Knight's 
methodology ;  and  in  cases  such  as  this  one,  one  wonders  whether  “the  people 
of  Israel"  ever  saw  these  two  verses  as  complementary.  Cf.  Childs,  op .  cit.,  p. 
203. 
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contains  his  active  judgment  and  mercy,  and  each  of  which  has  "rele¬ 
vance  for  the  End  of  the  total  plan”  (p.  201). 23 

These  moments  are  five  in  number,  and  the  first  three  of  them — 
birth,  marriage,  and  death — correspond  to  the  three  great  moments  in 
the  life  of  mankind.  God  gave  birth  to  his  people  in  the  Exodus, 
when  he  called  Israel  into  being  as  his  son,  married  Israel  at  the 
foot  of  Sinai,  and  put  Israel  to  death  in  587  b.c.  by  permitting  the 
Babylonians  "not  only  to  lay  the  Holy  City  in  ruins,  but  also  to  take 
into  Exile  the  Body  itself  which  once  had  been  actually  wed  to  God 
its  beloved  Husband.”  This  "crushing  experience”  is  interpreted  in 
Old  Testament  theology  as  "an  act  of  well-merited  punishment,” 
and  one  which  would  seem  to  mark  both  the  end  of  God’s  people  and 
the  failure  of  God’s  "second  plan”  (pp.  203-207).  But  as  "one  flesh” 
with  God,  Israel  had  still  somehow  to  be  alive,  and  so  there  comes  a 
fourth  moment,  establishing  continuity  as  a  repetition  of  the  first 
moment :  out  of  the  death  of  Exile,  the  whole  body  of  Israel  is  re¬ 
created.  The  fifth  moment  takes  its  form  in  the  historical  return  of 
Israel  to  the  Holy  Land,  but  is  conceived  primarily  in  eschatological 
terms  as  the  moment  when  God’s  purposes  will  be  brought  to  a  suc¬ 
cessful  conclusion  and  “all  creation”  will  be  reconciled  and  brought 
home  "to  the  Promised  Land”  (pp.  210-213). 

Four  corollaries  of  biblical  theology  may  be  seen  in  the  light  of 
this  “five  moment”  interpretation,  says  Professor  Knight.24  First, 
Israel’s  five  moments  “correspond  exactly  with  a  like  five  ‘moments’ 
in  the  work  of  Christ.” 26  Second,  a  new  content  for  eschatology  is 
established  which  includes  meaning  beyond  life  as  well  as  meaning 

*  Cf.  Gerhard  von  Rad’s  “openness  to  the  future”  discussion  in  his  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  Theology ,  vol.  2  (New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  Publishers,  1965),  pp. 
410-429.  See  also  H.  W.  Wolff,  “The  Understanding  of  History  in  the  Old 
Testament  Prophets,”  in  Essays  on  Old  Testament  Hermeneutics ,  ed.  Claus 
Westermann  (Richmond:  John  Knox  Press,  1963),  pp.  336-355. 

"These  corollaries,  which  are  imaginatively  typological,  constitute  the  most 
important  statement  in  CTOT  of  Knight’s  understanding  of  the  relation  be¬ 
tween  the  Testaments.  Strangely,  in  view  of  his  prefatory  remarks  (pp.  7-10) 
and  his  not  infrequent  typological  allusions  (see  above,  n.  4),  Knight  makes  a 
curious  and  weak  apology  for  the  typology  of  the  corollaries  on  the  grounds 
that  Paul  did  the  same  kind  of  “exegesis”  (pp.  215-217). 

85 A  fact  which  for  Knight  solves  “the  problem  of  the  Apocrypha”:  since  the 
two  Testaments  contain  “the  total  knowledge  of  God’s  saving  purpose  for  the 
cosmos,”  the  apocryphal  books  can  be  ignored  (p.  213). 
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here  and  now.20  Third,  the  “pattern  of  God’s  dealings”  with  the 
historic  Israel,  with  the  second  Israel  or  Christ,  and  with  the  third 
which  is  the  church,  “is  seen  to  be  identical,”  and  thus  “Israel”  repre¬ 
sents  a  “  ‘continuum’  of  revelation  in  the  one  Body  spoken  of  from 
Genesis  to  Revelation.”  Finally,  the  Old  Testament  can  be  seen  as 
“the  divinely  given  commentary  upon  the  New  Testament”  which 
assists  the  individual  believer  in  an  understanding  of  his  own  rela¬ 
tionship  to  God  (pp.  214-215). 

One  of  the  results  of  these  significant  moments  (particularly  the 
second)  in  the  relationship  between  God  and  his  people  is  the  cov¬ 
enant,  an  “idea”  which  “dominates  the  whole  Old  Testament.” 27 
Five  analogies  can  in  fact  be  made  between  marriage  customs  among 
men  and  the  special  covenant-marriage  with  God,  and  as  with  any 
human  marriage,  the  covenant  preserves  the  aspects  of  a  legal  con¬ 
tract  (berith)  and  a  promise  of  faithfulness  and  loyalty  (hesedh) 
forever.  This  hesedh  is  to  be  characteristic  both  of  God,  unswervingly 
faithful  to  his  people,  and  also  of  Israel,  cleaving  loyally  to  Yahweh 
alone  and  manifesting  this  loyalty  in  obedience,  which  is  a  result  not 
a  prerequisite  of  forgiveness. 

God’s  commandments  and  statutes  constituted  the  “Book  of  the 
Covenant”  which  kept  the  covenant  a  living  reality  for  the  people  and 
provided  them  with  a  means  of  expression  of  their  hesedh.  The  re¬ 
quirements  of  Torah  were  specifically  related  to  the  individual  and 
community  life  of  the  people,  as  the  primary  feasts  of  the  cult  were 
related  to  the  actions  of  God  which  established  his  faithfulness  and 
required  theirs.  Comprehensive  in  reference,  the  covenantal  obliga¬ 
tions  involved  the  preparation  of  God’s  people  to  be  like  him  and 
prepared  for  his  task,  out  of  love,  not  fear  or  flattery  (pp.  230-241). 

God  is  considered  by  Old  Testament  theology  to  be  really  present 
in  the  midst  of  his  people,  “as  the  Forgiver  of  Israel,”  creatively  in¬ 
volved  in  the  establishment  of  his  mishpat,  “justice  itself,”  and  making 

“CTOT,  pp.  213-214.  Cf.  C.  H.  Dodd's  “realized  eschatology"  in  his  The 
Parables  of  the  Kingdom ,  rev.  ed.  (New  York:  Charles  Scribner's  Sons,  1961), 
passim,  but  esp.  pp.  34-80,  and  note  G.  A.  F.  Knight,  “Eschatology  in  the  Old 
Testament,"  SJT,  4  (1951),  pp.  355-362. 

”  Though  Knight  also  considers  covenant  a  "secondary"  issue  in  the  Old 
Testament  (CTOT,  p.  9),  his  sparse  use  of  the  work  of  Walther  Eichrodt  is 
surprising.  See  esp.  the  latter's  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament  (Philadelphia: 
The  Westminster  Press,  vol.  1,  1961;  vol.  2,  1967). 


186  •  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 

his  holiness  “visible”  through  his  tsedheq,  “righteousness,”  in  “put¬ 
ting  right”  and  “prospering”  Israel  (pp.  242-246).  In  this  process, 
God  acts  within  the  history  of  Israel,  within  the  life  of  the  remnant 
in  Israel,  and  within  the  lives  of  specific  individuals  in  Israel  to 
create  shalom  among  men  and  between  himself  and  men  and  so  to 
bring  men,  “through  tohu,  into  his  promised  shalom”  (pp.  247- 
267)  :28  a  process  of  which  the  life  of  David  may  be  considered 
something  of  a  paradigm.  As  not  all  of  Israel  was  responsive  to  God’s 
covenantal  call,  the  concept  that  within  Israel  there  might  be  obedient 
remnant  and  disobedient  got  arose,  and  after  the  Exile  the  remnant 
concept  became  more  and  more  “individualized”  in  the  person  of  the 
“hasidh,  .  .  .  the  true  believer”  (pp.  260-262). 

The  imagery  of  the  Old  Testament,  portraying  pictorially  the  active 
God,  both  “objectified”  the  Word  of  God  and  had  in  its  own  right  a 
certain  power.  This  imagery  remained  “constant  throughout”  the 
history  of  Old  Testament  man  and  was  believed  by  him  to  be  given 
originally  by  God.  The  Word  of  God  in  the  Old  Testament  may 
thus  be  considered  more  and  more  inseparable  from  the  Thing  or 
Deed  of  God.  God  is  seen,  for  example,  as  a  consuming  Fire,  some¬ 
thing  which  is  ever  active  in  its  essence.  So  God  is  in  the  midst  of 
Israel  and  in  the  world :  burning,  refining,  destroying  (pp.  273-278)  .29 

A  sacrifice  for  atonement,  the  Old  Testament  cult  came  to  see, 
would  be  required  if  sinful  Israel  was  to  be  made  able  to  approach 
this  “living  God  of  Fire.”  The  normative  rituals  of  the  established 
cult  could  not  meet  this  need  because  the  people  who  performed  them 
were  often  impure  of  heart;  nor  could  any  “heavenly  or  spiritual” 
being  fulfill  the  need:  “it  could  only  be  one  of  flesh  and  blood,”  as 
the  sins  were  the  sins  of  the  flesh  and  blood  people  of  God.  Thus 
God’s  “own  Servant  and  Bride”  became  the  elected  medium,  and  so 

28  Though  Knight  is  careful  (p.  250)  to  point  out  that  more  than  “peace,”  in 
its  English  sense,  is  meant  by  shalom,  he  comes  nowhere  near  plumbing  the 
depths  of  its  meaning  (pp.  250-253,  263-266).  This  is  regrettable,  particularly 
since  shalom  in  the  Old  Testament  often  refers  to  “completion,  fulfillment  of 
promise” — a  concept  which  would  suit  Knight's  purpose  nicely. 

"Both  here  and  on  pp.  73-74  and  98-100,  Knight  fails  to  give  proper  atten¬ 
tion  to  fire  as  a  theophanic  symbol  in  the  Old  Testament.  At  the  same  time  it 
can  hardly  be  maintained,  on  the  basis  of  the  Old  Testament  evidence  (or  even 
Knight’s  own  theology),  that  “.  .  .  the  unspeakably  Holy  God  can  be  present 
in  the  midst  of  Israel  only  in  the  form  of  Fire  or  Furnace”  (p.  276). 
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Israel  came  to  be  “crucified.”  Upon  the  basis  of  the  three  Servant- 
poems  in  Isaiah  42,  49,  and  50,  Knight  posits  the  view  that  God  burns 
in  his  fire  and  wrath  the  body  of  his  harlot-Bride,  makes  her  in  the 
process  the  ’asham,  “sin  offering,”  for  the  redemption  of  the  Gentiles, 
and  then  takes  her  to  himself.  Then,  in  the  fourth  poem,  Isaiah  52 : 
13-53 :12,  the  body  of  Israel  has  become  “one  flesh”  with  God’s  glory, 
“that  entity  employed  by  God  to  show  forth  his  relationship  to  the 
world.”  80  Though  Israel  was  crucified  and  resurrected  (brought  into 
new  life  and  restored  to  her  land),  she  did  not  become  in  any  sense 
“the  Savior  of  the  world” ;  yet,  says  Knight,  “the  pattern  had  indeed 
been  set”  (pp.  289-293). 

Israel’s  convictions  about  a  living  active  God  had  implications  for 
the  future  which  involved  meaning  in  history,  “rather  than  the  last 
of  all  calendar  dates  in  time,”  and  these  implications  are  expressed  in 
a  messianic  hope  for  the  Day  of  the  Lord  when  “God’s  total  purpose 
for  his  world”  shall  have  been  accomplished  “through  the  instrumen¬ 
tality  of  Israel.”  Once  again  the  “language  of  imagery”  is  the  means 
of  expression,  and  Knight  singles  out  some  seventeen  images  which 
together  express  “the  whole  eschatological  hope  of  Israel.”  This  look¬ 
ing  toward  the  future  in  Old  Testament  theology  is  not  to  be  under¬ 
stood,  says  Knight,  as  “a  ‘preview’  of  the  Jesus  of  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment” — it  rather  is  a  characteristic  of  the  Old  Testament  “as  a  whole” 
(pp.  294-296).  This  view,  incidentally,  separates  Knight  sharply 
from  Wilhelm  Vischer,  who  takes  precisely  the  opposing  view  that 
“the  theological  exposition  [of  the  Old  Testament]  . .  .  can  be  nothing 
other  than  Christology.”  31 

Some  of  Knight’s  eschatological  images  are  treated,  in  different 
contexts,  in  other  parts  of  his  Theology:  the  holy  city  (pp.  243  f.), 
the  bride  (pp.  177  f.),  the  servant  (pp.  189  f.),  the  new  covenant  (pp. 
219  f.).  As  images  looking  to  the  future  end  of  God’s  purpose,  how¬ 
ever,  they  are  all  seen  to  have  the  same  point  as  interwoven  strands 
of  the  same  rope.  Together,  they  give  assurance  of  the  success  of 

30  Cf.,  as  Knight  in  fact  does,  Gerhard  von  Rad,  “Typological  Interpretation 
of  the  Old  Testament”  in  Essays  on  Old  Testament  Hermeneutics,  ed.  C.  Wes- 
termann  (Richmond:  John  Knox  Press,  1963),  esp.  pp.  30-32. 

31  Wilhelm  Vischer,  The  Witness  of  the  Old  Testament  to  Christ,  Eng.  trans. 
A.  B.  Crabtree  (London:  1949),  of  vol.  1  of  Das  Christuszeugnis  des  Alien 
Testaments  (see  n.  5),  p.  29.  On  the  infelicities  of  this  translation,  see  J.  R. 
Porter's  review  in  Theology,  53  (1950),  pp.  192-193. 


188*  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 

God’s  promise  and  even  suggest  the  shape  of  the  fulfillment  to  come. 
Examples  are  the  promise  of  David’s  line;  the  rule  of  God  which 
will  bring  order  out  of  chaos  and  establish  God’s  shalom  in  God’s 
land  and  God’s  city;  the  intervention  of  God  which  will  save  his 
people  and  “individualize”  shalom;  and  the  coming  of  a  new  cove¬ 
nant  “to  fit  the  new  situation”  being  brought  by  the  outpouring  of 
God’s  Spirit  (pp.  296-333). 

The  inadequacy  of  Old  Testament  ideas  about  a  life  beyond  this 
life,  coupled  with  the  experience  of  death  and  resurrection  in  the  Exile 
and  return,  led  Old  Testament  thinkers,  says  Knight,  to  the  view  that 
God  must  be  planning  a  resurrection  of  the  whole  creation,  a  final 
victory  “over  sin  and  ‘chaos’  in  both  ‘earth’  and  ‘heaven’  ”  (pp.  334- 
343).  “At  that  day,”  God  will  marry  (and  thus  transform)  the  land 
and  will  consummate  his  marriage  with  the  bride,  the  people  of 
Israel,  considered  “in  reality  one  great  corporate  nephesh.”  A 
nephesh,  indeed,  which  might  be  “summed  up  in  one  man  alone” :  a 
man  who,  “according  to  the  genius  of  Hebrew  thought  .  .  .  would 
still  be  the  Lord”  (pp.  343-34 7). 32 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  OLD  TESTAMENT 
AND  NEW  TESTAMENT 

Knight  concludes  his  work  with  a  brief  appendix  entitled  “Israel 
and  the  Church.”  In  view  of  the  promise  of  his  title  and  the  always 
imaginative,  sometimes  creative,  work  of  the  first  348  pages  of  his 
book,  one  comes  to  this  last  bit  expecting  great  things  only  to  be 
disappointed.  Three  points  are  made:  (1)  The  church  is  both  a 
continuum  of  Israel,  as  the  Old  Testament  people  of  God,  and  dis¬ 
continuous  in  the  new  existence  through  Christ.  (2)  Christ  “is  the 
Remnant  of  Israel  in  himself,”  discontinuous  in  sinlessness,  but  the 
“‘inclusive  representative'  of  Israel,  both  old  and  new”  (pp.  350- 
352).  (3)  The  Jews,  still  the  people  of  God,  are  no  longer  the  “es¬ 
chatological  Israel  of  God,”  and  thus  they  wait,  "the  shadow  Church,” 
for  their  "raison  d’etre  to  become  apparent”  (pp.  353-358).  This 
latter  section  on  “Israel  and  the  Jews”  exemplifies  Knight’s  discon¬ 
certing  habit  of  digressing  into  interesting  but  not  always  relevant 

“Though  the  New  Testament  implications  of  this  point  are  obvious,  see 
Knight’s  further  clarification  in  CTOT,  pp.  347-348,  n.  1 :  “human  Son  of  Man 
upon  earth  .  .  .  epitome  of  historical  Israel.” 
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material ;  and  one’s  sense  of  regret  is  heightened  at  the  brevity  of  the 
preceding  four  sections.  The  material  which  has  been  compressed  in 
this  final  appendix  to  five  pages  most  certainly  deserves  a  much 
more  central  and  extended  treatment  in  a  work  such  as  this  one; 
however,  so  compressed  and  incomplete  a  treatment  of  so  interesting 
a  subject  is  quite  typical  of  many  other  sections  of  the  work  as  a 
whole.  The  title  and  Introduction  to  this  book  promise  far  too  much 
in  the  light  of  what  follows. 

There  is  a  sense,  certainly,  in  which  Knight’s  work  is  little  different 
from  other  Old  Testament  theologies  written  by  Christians.  Knight 
does  not  define  a  Christian  theology,  or,  for  that  matter,  even  an 
OLD  testament  theology,  though  some  words  on  these  matters  would 
undoubtedly  have  made  his  purpose  and  approach  clearer  to  his 
readers.  However,  Knight  has  promised  only  “a  Theology  of  the 
Old  Testament”  (p.  7) ,  one  man’s  approach  written  from  the  point 
of  view  of  a  Christian  who  believes  the  two  Testaments  to  be  or¬ 
ganically  and  dynamically  related.  And  this  much  he  has  plainly  de¬ 
livered. 

Knight’s  approach  differs  from  other  Old  Testament  theologies  by 
Christians  in  his  desire  to  depict  Old  Testament  theology  as  a  kind 
of  loom  which  sets  in  advance  the  pattern  of  New  Testament  theology. 
For  him,  the  Old  Testament  is  not  the  promise  of  which  the  New 
Testament  is  the  horizontal  fulfillment.  Rather,  it  contains  a  “vertical” 
revelation  which  is  paralleled  by  a  similar  “vertical”  revelation  in  the 
New  Testament.  Both  Old  and  New  Testaments  are  “Word  of  God” 
and  they  show  him  working  “in  the  same  way,  and  towards  the  same 
ends,  at  all  periods  in  the  history  of  man”  (p.  214).  Thus  the  Old 
Testament  establishes  the  pattern,  in  a  sense,  for  both  the  form  and 
the  content  of  the  New  Testament  and  is  therefore  essential  for  our 
understanding  of  the  latter. 

Knight  has  served  us  by  introducing  into  the  contemporary  discus¬ 
sion  of  Old  Testament  theology  a  number  of  stimulating  ideas.  Even 
if  one  expresses  chagrin  that  he  has  treated  some  vital  subjects  too 
cursorily  or  not  at  all,  he  has  given  us  some  more  of  what  Professor 
Rowley  has  called  a  deep  penetration  into  the  thought  of  the  Old 
Testament.88  Most  of  all,  however,  Knight  has  raised  seriously  the 
question  of  the  dependence  of  the  thought-patterns  of  the  New  Testa- 

33  Rowley,  op.  cit.,  pp.  72-73. 
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ment  upon  Old  Testament  theological  statements,  has  taken  one  step 

toward  the  answer,  and  has  provided  Old  Testament  scholars  with 

some  guidance  about  which  way  to  take  to  find  a  fuller  answer. 
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went  to  the  Gregorian  Institute  in  Rome  in  1907.  Here  he  received  his  doctorate 
in  philosophy  and  theology  in  1914.  From  1919-1948  he  was  Professor  of  Ex¬ 
egesis  (Old  Testament  and  New  Testament)  at  the  Major  Seminary  of  Ghent. 
In  1948  he  became  chaplain  at  the  Maison  St.  Pierre  in  Ghent.  He  retired  in 
1963,  and  died  in  19 — . 


Paul  van  Imschoot's  work 1  is  the  first  major  Roman  Catholic 
theology  of  the  Old  Testament  since  the  publication  of  Divino  Afflante 
Spiritu  by  Pope  Pius  XII  in  1943  nudged  Catholic  exegetes  to  give 
careful  attention  to  theological  doctrine  and  moral  teaching  in  biblical 
studies  as  well  as  to  historical,  archaeological,  and  philological  mat¬ 
ters.  Van  Imschoot's  work  is  the  basis  of  this  survey,  although  the 
slightly  older  theologies  of  Paul  Heinisch2  and  P.  F.  Ceuppens3  are 
referred  to  on  occasion,  along  with  the  later,  briefer  works  of  A. 
Gelin,4  J.  Guillet,5  and  J.  Giblet.6 

* Paul  van  Imschoot,  Theologie  de  V Ancient  Testament  (Tournai)  Tome  I, 
Dieu,  1954;  Tome  II,  Uhomme,  1956.  English  translation  of  Volume  I  by 
Kathryn  Sullivan  and  Fidelis  Buck  (Tournai:  Desdee  &  Co.,  1965). 

2  Paul  Heinisch,  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament,  trans.  William  Heidt  (Col- 
legeville  Minnesota:  The  Liturgical  Press,  1955).  Translated  from  a  revised 
edition  of  Theologie  des  Alten  Testaments  (Bonn:  1940). 

3  P.  F.  Ceuppens,  Theologica  Biblica,  4  vols.,  Rome,  1938ff. 

4 Albert  Gelin,  The  Key  Concepts  of  the  Old  Testament  (New  York:  Paulist 
Press,  1955).  Copyright  1955  by  Sheed  and  Ward,  Inc.,  New  York. 

*J-  Guillet,  Themes  of  the  Bible  (Notre  Dame:  Fides  Publishers,  Inc.,  1960). 

3  J.  Giblet,  The  God  of  Israel,  The  God  of  Christians  (New  York:  Paulist 
Press,  1961). 
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The  Roman  Catholic  view  of  the  Old  Testament  canon  immediately 
sets  off  van  Imschoot’s  approach  from  that  of  the  Protestant  theo¬ 
logians.  Though  there  are  passing  references  to  the  books  of  Mac¬ 
cabees,  Judith,  Tobit,  and  Baruch,  the  lion's  share  of  references  to  the 
apocryphal  or  deuterocanonical  books  is  from  Sirach  (Ecclesiasticus) 
and  Wisdom  of  Solomon.  This  choice  is  to  be  expected  since  the 
apocryphal  wisdom  books  have  more  in  common  with  Proverbs  and 
Ecclesiastes  than  do  any  other  apocryphal  books  with  the  canon.7 

ARRANGEMENT  OF  OLD  TESTAMENT  THEOLOGY 

Like  the  works  of  E.  Sellin  and  L.  Kohler,  whom  he  cites,  van  Im- 
schoot  develops  his  theology  topically  and  systematically  rather  than 
chronologically  and  historically.  His  declared  aim  is  to  “bring  about 
a  synthesis  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Old  Testament”  (I,  p.  3), 8  and  in 
so  doing  he  groups  the  doctrines  under  three  main  headings :  (1)  God 
and  his  relationships  with  the  world  and  especially  Israel;  (2)  Man — 
his  nature,  his  duties,  his  sin;  and  (3)  Divine  judgment  and  salva¬ 
tion.  Unfortunately,  he  was  unable  to  complete  the  third  section  be¬ 
fore  his  death.  In  choosing  this  systematic,  synthetic  approach  van 
Imschoot  deliberately  veers  away  from  a  chronological  exposition  of 
the  religion  of  the  Old  Testament,  which  he  holds  to  be  a  “strictly 
historical  discipline”  (I,  p.  1).  The  chronological  approach  tends,  he 
feels,  to  ignore  the  “profound  unity  which  binds  the  old  revelation 
to  the  new”  (I,  p.  2).  Furthermore,  he  contends  that  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  Testaments,  both  in  continuity  and  discontinuity, 
may  be  seen  more  clearly  where  a  logical  order  is  followed  in  unfold¬ 
ing  Old  Testament  doctrine. 

Van  Imschoot  is  not  unmindful  of  the  historical  character  of  bibli¬ 
cal  faith.  But  history  is  not  his  main  concern.  It  is  an  ancillary  disci¬ 
pline  like  exegesis  and  literary  criticism.® 

7  A.  Gelin,  op.  cit also  makes  substantial  use  of  the  deuterocanonical  writ¬ 
ings,  especially  in  his  sections  on  otherworldly  retribution  and  the  origin  of 
sin  (pp.  79-91). 

8  References  to  volume  I  use  the  paging  of  the  English  translation ;  those  to 
volume  II,  the  original  French  edition. 

9  Somewhat  in  contrast,  A.  Gelin,  op.  cit.,  pp.  ix-xiv,  takes  great  pains  to 
show  how  central  history  is  to  biblical  faith :  “The  Old  Testament  is  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  people  that  lived  the  great  realities — Election,  Promise,  Covenant, 
Kingdom,  Exile,  Community”  (p.  ix). 
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The  deep  conviction  which  underlies  his  method  is  the  basic  unity 
both  within  the  Old  Testament  and  between  the  Testaments.  He  is 
not  blind  to  the  various  emphases  of  the  individual  authors,  but  he 
places  strong  emphasis  upon  the  divinely  ordered  unity  which  he  con¬ 
siders  the  necessary  result  of  the  revelatory  process.  This  unity  makes 
it  possible  to  isolate  and  group  into  a  synthesis  ideas  from  the  various 
authors  without  slighting  the  differences  in  their  viewpoints. 

The  progressive  and  fragmentary  nature  of  Old  Testament  revela¬ 
tion  (Hebrews  1 :1)  means  that  no  one  author  was  given  a  complete 
picture,  but  together  the  various  pieces  form  a  whole.  Since  the  Old 
Testament  itself  follows  a  historical  and  not  a  systematic  outline, 
van  Imschoot  contends  that  it  is  his  duty  to  introduce  a  pattern  “that 
will  permit  the  logical  arrangement  of  doctrines”  (I,  p.  4). 

Van  Imschoot  is  probably  more  conscious  of  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  biblical  and  systematic  theology  than  any  other  of  our  con¬ 
temporaries  whose  work  is  assessed  in  the  present  volume.  Much  of 
his  scheme  is  drawn  from  the  pattern  laid  by  Aquinas’  Summa 
Theologica  and  followed  by  and  large  by  Catholic  theologians  ever 
since.  P.  F.  Ceuppens,  for  instance,  in  his  multi  volume  Theologica 
Biblica  makes  it  his  stated  aim  to  follow  as  closely  as  possible  the 
format  of  the  Summa.19  And  van  Imschoot’s  outline,  especially  in 
dealing  with  the  doctrine  of  God,  is  not  much  different.  Indeed  one 
of  his  reasons  for  following  a  systematic  approach  is  to  supply  theo¬ 
logians  with  the  “revealed  facts  which  are  the  objects  of  their  science” 
(I,  p.  4)  “ 

In  the  section  on  the  doctrine  of  God,  the  dogmatic  shadow  under 
which  van  Imschoot  works  seems  most  pervasive.  The  author’s  hand 
is  tipped  by  the  first  main  heading:  “God  Considered  in  Himself”  (I, 
6).  In  treating  the  existence,  the  names,  and  the  character  of  God 
separately  from  the  sections  which  deal  with  his  revelation  and  his 

10  P.  F.  Ceuppens,  op .  cit.,  vol.  1,  p.  viii. 

uGuillet,  Themes  of  the  Bible,  breaks  with  this  traditional  Catholic  approach 
and  surveys  several  of  the  main  ideas  of  the  Old  Testament.  Using  the  basic 
Hebrew  vocabulary  as  a  tool,  he  seeks  to  open  up  the  concepts  of  grace,  justice 
and  truth,  sin  and  damnation,  hope  and  inspiration.  In  no  sense  a  full-blown 
theology,  Guillet’s  work  does  have  the  merit  of  treating  sensitively  and  devoutly 
some  central  ideas  of  the  Old  Testament,  especially  the  impact  of  the  Exodus, 
while  also  demonstrating  how  they  are  brought  to  fruition  in  the  Christian 
revelation. 
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relationship  to  the  world  and  to  his  people,  van  Imschoot  veers  from 
the  track  that  the  main  line  of  biblical  theology  has  taken  well  before 
the  publication  of  G.  E.  Wright's  God  Who  Acts.12 

This  attachment  to  the  methods  of  dogmatics  becomes  even  clearer 
when  we  turn  to  the  section  on  the  attributes  of  God  and  meet 
“metaphysical  attributes”  and  “moral  attributes”  which  are  then  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  “sentiments  of  God”:  love,  repentance,  jealousy,  anger. 
These  neat  categories  provide  for  effective  analysis  but  raise  major 
questions,  given  the  Old  Testament's  reluctance  to  speak  about  God 
abstractly. 

Not  surprisingly,  van  Imschoot  uses  the  Catholic  canon  as  the  basis 
for  gamering  his  Old  Testament  materials.  Though  he  applies  the 
customary  label  “deuterocanonical”  to  the  seven  additional  works 
(Tobit  or  Tobia,  Judith,  Wisdom,  Sirach  or  Ecclesiasticus,  Baruch, 
1  and  2  Maccabees),  he  draws  from  them  freely  and  makes  no  dis¬ 
tinction  between  their  authority  and  that  of  the  thirty-nine  other 
books.  He  does  distinguish  clearly  between  the  deuterocanonical  writ¬ 
ings  and  the  Apocrypha,  which  includes  works  like  Psalms  of  Sol¬ 
omon  and  Ascension  of  Isaiah.  Citations  from  the  Apocrypha  are  not 
included  in  the  bulky  (over  thirty  pages)  index  of  biblical  references, 
which,  incidentally,  is  one  of  the  great  assets  of  the  English  transla¬ 
tion  of  volume  I. 

His  commitment  to  the  authority  of  the  deuterocanonical  works 
shows  itself  both  in  the  number  of  citations  and  the  crucial  part  they 
play  in  his  theological  discussions.  In  volume  I  alone  there  are  over 
a  dozen  references  to  Tobit,  about  twenty  to  the  Books  of  Maccabees, 
and  nearly  one  hundred  and  fifty  to  the  sapient  writings,  Wisdom  and 
Sirach.  Van  Imschoot's  interest  in  these  latter  works  can  be  amply  il¬ 
lustrated.  For  instance,  in  his  discussion  of  Adam's  sin  the  last  two 
pages  are  given  to  an  account  of  the  ways  in  which  Wisdom  and 
Sirach  interpret  the  temptation  and  fall.  The  lavish  place  given  to 
deuterocanonical  materials  marks  a  chief  difference  between  van  Im¬ 
schoot's  work  and  that  of  Protestant  theologians  like  Kohler  whose 
style  and  structure  is  otherwise  quite  similar. 

CRITICAL  APPROACH 

Given  the  wide  range  of  critical  viewpoints  embraced  by  contempo- 

UG.  E.  Wright,  God  Who  Acts  (Chicago:  Alec  R.  Allenson,  1952). 
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rary  Old  Testament  scholars,  van  Imschoot’s  approach  is  quite  con¬ 
servative.  While  keenly  aware  of  theories  more  radical  than  his  own, 
he  manages  most  of  the  time  to  strike  a  happy  balance  between  ex¬ 
cessive  skepticism  and  glib  naivete.  Perhaps  the  best  way  to  demon¬ 
strate  this  approach  is  to  take  a  sampling  of  his  critical  observations. 

He  seems  to  take  delight  in  opposing  the  evolutionary  theories  of 
Wellhausen,  particularly  the  view  that  the  moral  character  of  God 
was  a  late  (eighth  and  seventh  century)  development  in  Hebrew 
thought.  Hand  in  hand  with  this  attitude  is  his  insistence  that  the 
decalogue  in  its  primitive  form  (which  he  ventures  to  reconstruct) 
stems  from  Moses.  Similarly  he  holds  that  the  divine  name  YHWH 
was  known  to  some  Israelite  tribes,  e.g.,  Levi,  before  the  time  of 
Moses  and  was  given  new  significance  at  the  time  of  Moses*  call.  The 
Kenite  hypothesis  of  the  origin  of  the  divine  name  he  considers  un¬ 
proved. 

His  basic  confidence  in  the  accuracy  of  the  early  traditions  is  fur¬ 
ther  revealed  in  his  contention  that  the  idea  of  a  covenant  (“a  mutual 
relation  of  solidarity,  originated  by  a  pact,  concluded  at  a  given  time”) 
goes  back  to  Moses  and  even  to  the  patriarchs  (I,  p.  238).  Van 
Imschoot’s  conservatism  appears  again  in  his  discussion  of  the  puz¬ 
zling  passage  where  Zipporah  circumcises  Moses*  son  (Exodus  4 :24- 
26).  With  zeal  he  seeks  to  refute  the  theory  of  P.  Volz  and  E.  Sellin 
that  God’s  anger  against  Moses  was  a  manifestation  of  a  “demonic” 
trait  in  the  God  of  the  early  Hebrews  (I,  p.  83).  Our  author  sees  it, 
rather,  as  the  wrath  of  a  righteous  God  directed  at  Moses*  failure  to 
obey  a  ritual  precept  (Genesis  17 :10,  14). 

In  contrast  to  some  theologians,  notably  von  Rad,  who  base  their 
interpretations  of  pentateuchal  theology  on  some  form  of  documen¬ 
tary  hypothesis,  van  Imschoot  makes  only  infrequent  reference  to  the 
documents  (Yahwist  or  Elohist)  as  he  deals  with  the  narrative  ma¬ 
terials  in  Genesis  and  Exodus. 

Though  he  accepts  K.  Galling’s  opinion  that  there  existed  two  in¬ 
dependent  traditions  of  Israel’s  election — one  tracing  the  election  to 
Moses*  time,  the  other  to  the  patriarchal  period — he  rejects  Galling’s 
theory  that  the  Yahwist  invented  the  patriarchal  narratives  for  po¬ 
litical  purposes :  “Neither  the  Yahwist  nor  the  Elohist  have  created 
the  substance  and  the  persons  of  their  accounts;  it  has  been  handed 
down  to  them  by  tradition”  (I,  p.  247).  In  the  case  of  the  laws  in 
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Exodus  34:13-27,  the  so-called  “ritual  decalogue/'  he  admits  that 
some  elements  may  come  from  J  and  have  been  incorporated  in  the 
present  text  by  a  redactor.  Van  Imschoot  recognizes  considerable 
diversity  in  the  origin  and  dating  of  the  various  legal  sections.  Parts  of 
Exodus  34:13-27  he  considers  very  ancient,  though  many  of  the  in¬ 
junctions  presuppose  a  sedentary  agricultural  society  after  the  con¬ 
quest  of  Canaan.  Without  assigning  a  specific  date  to  the  “priestly 
code"  (Exodus  25-31;  35^40;  Leviticus;  Numbers;  Joshua  13-22), 
he  notes  that  it  contains  a  much  older  “holiness  code"  (Leviticus  17- 
26)  which  appears  to  have  taken  shape  before  the  sixth  century. 

Turning  from  law  to  cult,  we  find  that  van  Imschoot  rejects  Mo- 
winckel's  theory  that  the  feast  of  tabernacles  was  a  New  Year  Festi¬ 
val,  celebrating  the  kingship  of  Yahweh.  He,  with  many  others,  finds 
it  incredible  that  a  feast  so  central  would  escape  mention  in  the  his¬ 
torical  and  legal  texts  of  the  Old  Testament.  The  Babylonian  New 
Year  Festival  and  a  few  cryptic  verses  in  the  psalms  are  an  inadequate 
base  on  which  to  build  so  elaborate  a  structure. 

In  light  of  our  author's  skepticism  about  the  New  Year  Festival,  it 
is  not  surprising  that  he  rejects  the  thesis  of  H.  Zimmern  and  L. 
Durr  that  the  portrait  of  the  suffering  servant  in  Isaiah  52:13-53:12 
is  a  reflection  of  the  ritual  of  humiliation  which  the  Akkadian  kings 
underwent  as  part  of  the  annual  festival.  Evidence  for  ascribing  royal¬ 
ty  to  the  servant  is  slim.  Besides,  the  humiliation  and  suffering  of  the 
Babylonian  king  were  purely  ritualistic,  while  the  servant’s  experi¬ 
ences  are  actual  and  historical. 

There  is  little  discussion  of  the  dating  of  biblical  writings.  Van 
Imschoot  seems  to  assume,  for  instance,  an  exilic  date  for  Isaiah  40ff., 
although  he  makes  no  effort  to  review  the  evidence  for  this  nor  does 
he  allude  to  Second  or  Deutero-Isaiah  as  far  as  I  can  discover.  He 
calls  Isaiah  40ff.  “the  book  of  the  consolation  of  Israel”  (I,  p.  250), 
but  most  of  the  time  ascribes  passages  from  this  section  to  Isaiah 
without  tackling  the  problems  of  authorship.18 

In  the  case  of  the  Book  of  Esther,  our  author  does  discuss  the  his¬ 
torical  background  and  date.  He  cites  two  possibilities  for  the  origin 
of  the  book  and  its  connection  with  the  feast  of  Purim:  a  mythic 

u  In  contrast,  A  Gelin,  in  J.  Giblet,  The  God  of  Israel,  The  God  of  Chris¬ 
tians,  does  not  hesitate  to  speak  of  “the  triumphant  accents  of  the  Second 
Isaias”  (p.  213). 
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origin  (proposed  by  Zimmern,  Winckler  A.  Lods,  et  al.)  in  which 
the  chief  characters  are  named  after  Babylonian  and  Elamite  deities, 
and  a  legendary  origin  based  on  an  historical  event  which  cannot  be 
pinned  down  with  precision  (cf.  Eissfeldt,  Weiser,  Bentzen,  et  al). 
In  any  case  van  Imschoot  dates  the  feast  of  Purim  after  200  b.c.  on 
the  grounds  that  Esther  and  Mordecai  are  not  mentioned  in  the  cata¬ 
log  of  illustrious  worthies  in  Sirach. 

All  in  all  van  Imschoot’s  approach  to  critical,  historical,  and  intro¬ 
ductory  problems  reveals  the  caution  and  balance  characteristic  of  all 
his  work.  He  goes  off  on  almost  no  tangents  and  admirably  resists 
the  temptation  to  build  his  theological  superstructure  on  shaky  critical 
hypotheses. 

Still  he  is  considerably  more  open  to  critical  theories  than  is  his 
fellow  Catholic,  Heinisch,  whose  work  pays  only  modest  attention 
to  the  studies  of  other  scholars.  Mosaic  authorship  of  the  Pentateuch 
and  the  unity  of  Isaiah  are  implied  by  Heinisch,  who  develops  his 
theology  independent  of  the  main  lines  of  critical  scholarship. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  FAITH  AND  HISTORY 

The  historical  character  of  revelation  is  central  to  van  Imschoot’s 
theology.  Yet  he  makes  no  attempt  to  develop  anything  like  a  Heils- 
geschichte.  There  is  no  effort  to  develop  a  theology  based  on  a  re¬ 
cital  of  the  acts  of  God  as  G.  E.  Wright  and  John  Bright  have  done. 
And  there  is  certainly  nothing  of  the  elaborate  scheme  of  promises  and 
fulfillments  so  crucial  to  G.  von  Rad’s  theology.14 

At  the  same  time  van  Imschoot  treats  the  historicity  of  revelation 
in  the  Old  Testament  with  full  seriousness.  Rather  than  frame  a  de¬ 
tailed  structure  relating  faith  and  history,  he  readily  and  constantly 
assumes  that  history  is  the  matrix  in  which  revelation  takes  place. 

u  A.  Gelin,  The  Key  Concepts  of  the  Old  Testament,  makes  history  central 
as  he  tries  to  give  the  "feel”  of  the  Old  Testament.  “In  particular,  it  is  the 
history  of  a  number  of  great  personalities  who  typify  and  direct  their  age- 
key  personages,  giants  of  the  Spirit,  mystic  builders  incarnating  the  upward 
movement  of  faith,  taking  religion  forward,  sensing  the  future  and  linking  it 
with  the  past”  (p.  x).  Their  history  is  divided  into  "essential  stages”:  the 
election  of  Abraham  (c.  1800?)  ;  the  experience  of  the  kingdom,  especially 
under  David  (c.  1000),  of  the  exile  (587-38),  and  of  the  postexilic  theocracy 
(pp.  xi-xiii).  Gelin’ s  point  is  that  each  stage  made  a  major  contribution  to  the 
development  of  the  key  concepts  in  Israel’s  faith. 
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No  major  Old  Testament  theologian  is  more  sturdily  committed 
to  the  historicity  of  the  events  in  the  life  of  Israel  than  our  author. 
He  spends  little  time  justifying  this  pillar  in  his  theology  but  every¬ 
where  builds  his  structure  on  it. 

Divine  revelation  takes  place  “in  a  successive  and  fragmentary 
form”  (I,  p.  4)  because  it  takes  place  in  a  sequence  of  historical 
events.  That  this  pattern  of  revelation  is  unique  to  Israel  is  one  of 
van  Imschoot’s  strongest  contentions.  “The  obvious  superiority  of 
the  Israelite  doctrine  [of  God]  over  that  held  by  theologians  of  peo¬ 
ples  who  were  older  and  much  more  advanced  in  arts  and  knowledge 
.  .  .  can  only  be  explained  by  the  revelation  that  God  entrusted  to 
His  chosen  people”  (I,  p.  98). 

His  staunch  defenses  of  the  uniqueness  of  Israel’s  faith  often  lead 
van  Imschoot  to  play  the  role  of  apologete.  A  case  in  point  is  his 
emphasis  on  fulfilled  prophecy  as  a  proof  of  the  divine  origin  of  Is¬ 
rael’s  faith:  “No  other  people  of  antiquity  provides,  as  does  Israel,  a 
series  of  precise  prophecies,  plainly  prior  to  the  events  and  fully  con¬ 
firmed  by  them  (I,  p.  169).  His  view  of  revelation  in  history  ob¬ 
viously  includes  both  the  prophesying  of  events  yet  to  come  and  their 
subsequent  historical  fulfillment. 

Miracles  are  also  examples  of  divine  activity :  “Yahweh’s  startling 
interventions  in  nature  and  history  manifest  His  glory ;  they  are  the 
revelation  of  the  holy  and  almighty  God”  (I,  p.  107).  The  miracles  of 
the  prophets,  like  Isaiah’s  reversing  of  the  shadow  on  Hezekiah’s 
sundial  (Isaiah  38:7-9),  are  special  signs  to  confirm  the  prophet’s 
authority  and  the  divine  origin  of  his  message.  Here  should  also  be 
mentioned  the  appearances  of  the  angel  of  the  Lord  in  the  times  of 
the  patriarchs,  Moses,  and  the  judges.  Van  Imschoot  gives  no  indica¬ 
tion  that  he  treats  these  narratives  as  other  than  historical  events  in 
which  the  will  and  ways  of  God  are  revealed. 

Van  Imschoot  makes  no  overt  judgment  on  the  historicity  of  the 
patriarchal  narratives.  But  despite  the  fact  that  he  recognizes  various 
traditions  which  have  transmitted  the  stories,  he  treats  them  con¬ 
sistently  and  implicitly  as  factual.15  He  seems  carefully  to  eschew 
terms  like  “legend”  and  “saga”  when  dealing  with  them.  And,  of 

“So  does  J.  Giblet,  The  God  of  Israel,  The  God  of  Christians.  For  exam¬ 
ple:  “One  day,  more  than  four  thousand  years  ago,  God  suddenly  intervened 
in  the  life  of  a  man  called  Abraham”  (p.  24). 
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course,  the  word  "myth”  is  almost  exclusively  reserved  for  the  poly¬ 
theistic  religions  of  Israel’s  neighbors.10 

Further  evidence  of  van  Imschoot’s  firm  commitment  to  the  his¬ 
torical  veracity  of  Israel’s  faith  is  found  in  his  treatment  of  Moses’ 
role.  In  contrast  with  those  who  see  Moses  as  a  fuzzy  figure  on  the 
horizon  of  history,  van  Imschoot  views  him  as  the  founder  of  Israel’s 
faith:  “All  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament  make  Moses  the  true 
founder  of  the  religion  of  Israel”  (I,  p.  34). 17  And  unlike  M.  Noth 
and  G.  von  Rad,  our  author  links  tightly  the  call  of  Moses  in  the 
desert,  the  deliverance  from  Egypt  in  the  Exodus,  and  the  giving  of 
the  law  at  Sinai. 

Both  the  nucleus  of  the  law  and  the  ark  of  the  covenant  are  con¬ 
sidered  Mosaic.  In  addition,  the  stories  about  the  ark  in  the  Books  of 
Samuel  are  treated  as  historical. 

One  could  wish  that  van  Imschoot  had  been  more  deliberate  in 
sketching  the  relationship  between  faith  and  history  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment.  But  perhaps  it  is  to  his  credit  that  he  resists  attempts  either  to 
synthesize  a  structure  which  would  be  forced  or  strained  or  to  theo¬ 
rize  from  data  which  are  often  inadequate  and  sketchy.  At  least  he 
takes  the  biblical  accounts  with  a  seriousness  intended  by  their  au¬ 
thors.  And  this  attitude  is  no  bad  thing. 

SPECIFIC  THEOLOGICAL  INSIGHTS 

The  reason  for  dealing  with  van  Imschoot’s  theology  in  terms  of 
insights  rather  than  system  is  obvious.  There  is  no  great  principle 
that  ties  his  observations  together  into  a  cohesive  doctrinal  unit, 
□loosing  not  to  take  a  strictly  historical  approach,  as  von  Rad  does 
in  his  explication  of  redemptive  history,  and  avoiding  a  central  theme 
like  Eichrodt’s  focus  on  the  covenant  relationship  between  God  and 
his  people,  van  Imschoot  deals  with  his  two  main  subjects,  God  and 
man,  by  dividing  them  into  their  logical  sub-topics:  God  considered 
in  himself,  God  and  the  world,  nature  of  man,  duties  of  man,  etc. 

“Where  mythological  elements  have  been  borrowed  by  Israel,  according  to 
van  Imschoot,  they  are  always  stripped  of  their  polytheistic  character  and 
molded  to  suit  Israel’s  monotheistic  faith  (e.g.,  I,  pp.  88,  95). 

17 A.  Gelin,  op.  cit.,  p.  17,  concurs:  “The  witness  and  human  artificer  of  this 
decisive  change  [in  religious  faith]  was  Moses.  .  .  .  [whose]  religious  revolu¬ 
tion  was  based  ...  on  elements  drawn  from  the  past.” 
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The  overall  result  of  this  approach  is  to  compartmentalize  the  ma¬ 
terials.  Obviously,  any  attempt  to  treat  Old  Testament  teaching  sys¬ 
tematically  has  to  do  so,  but  at  the  same  time  one  hopes  for  help  in 
seeing  the  links  and  transitions  among  the  various  sections.  This 
hope  is  at  least  partially  disappointed  in  van  Imschoot’s  work. 

What  we  do  have,  however,  are  a  vast  number  of  fruitful  com¬ 
ments  on  a  host  of  topics.  Especially  effective  are  the  disciplined 
philological  and  lexical  observations  which  attempt  to  take  careful 
account  of  the  contexts  in  clarifying  meanings  of  words.  Thus,  our 
author  avoids  some  of  the  pitfalls  pointed  out  by  James  Barr,  inter 
alia,  who  warns  against  wrenching  words  out  of  their  contexts,  de¬ 
fining  them  only  by  their  root  meanings,  and  blowing  up  words  into 
concepts.18 

Perhaps  the  most  accurate  way  to  describe  van  Imschoot’s  work 
is  to  call  it  a  compendium  of  brief  essays  on  Old  Testament  subjects. 
Were  the  articles  in  alphabetical  rather  than  logical  order,  they 
would  come  close  to  comprising  a  dictionary  of  Old  Testament 
themes.  The  section  on  sexual  morality,  for  instance,  could  well  stand 
on  its  own  as  a  worthy  summation  of  the  Old  Testament  regulations 
on  adultery. 

All  of  this  is  not  to  say  that  van  Imschoot  lacks  theological  convic¬ 
tion.  Although  he  has  chosen  a  topical  approach  which  often  diverts 
attention  from  the  unity  of  the  Old  Testament,  he  assumes  a  deep 
and  binding  consistency  despite  the  diversity  of  the  various  tradi¬ 
tions  which  are  combined  in  the  Old  Testament. 

The  ground  of  this  consistency  is  the  inspired  and  revealed 
character  of  the  Scriptures.  The  unity  and  continuity  of  the 
two  Testaments  “are  manifest  because  they  are  both  the  work  of  God. 
...  It  is  the  same  God  who  has  spoken  through  the  prophets  and 
through  His  Son  .  .  .  the  same  God  who  has  communicated  His 
thought  and  especially  His  will  to  men”  (I,  p.  2). 

The  revelatory  character  of  the  Old  Testament  is  everywhere  as¬ 
sumed  in  van  Imschoot’s  two  volumes.  But  his  principal,  systematic 
treatment  of  it  is  found  in  volume  I,  pp.  134-223,  where  he  concen¬ 
trates  on  the  means  of  revelation:  theophanies,  angels,  oracles, 
dreams,  prophets,  etc.  Despite  the  traditional  Roman  Catholic  em- 

18  J.  Barr,  The  Semantics  of  Biblical  Language  (London :  Oxford  University 
Press,  1961). 
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phasis  on  natural  revelation,  van  Imschoot  resists  the  temptation  to 
read  this  philosophical  approach  back  into  the  Old  Testament.  In¬ 
stead  he  puts  the  stress  on  divine  intervention,  not  natural  reason: 
“If  man  knows  God,  it  is  because  God  has  manifested  Himself  to 
him:  the  origin  of  this  knowledge  is  always  due  to  an  initiative  of 
God”  (I,  p.  134).  And  again,  after  a  discussion  of  words  used  to 
express  revelation  (ra’ah,  yadaf,  galdh),  he  affirms:  “All  these  verbs 
signify  that  God  made  known  that  which  man  ignored.  He  revealed 
that  which  had  been  veiled”  (loc.  cit.). 

Van  Imschoot  exerts  little  effort  in  defending  or  proving  his  doc¬ 
trine  of  revelation,  except  in  the  frequent  comparisons  which  he 
makes  between  Israel’s  faith  and  the  religions  of  her  neighbors.  And 
he  makes  no  attempt  whatever  to  define  the  relationship  between  the 
acts  of  revelation  in  Israel’s  history  and  the  inspired  record  of  those 
acts  in  the  Scriptures.  This  task,  apparently,  is  left  to  the  dogma- 
ticians,  although  van  Imschoot  seems  to  assume  their  work  in  all 
that  he  says. 

Perhaps  the  best  way  to  convey  some  of  his  theological  insights  is 
to  dip  into  his  work  from  place  to  place  and  summarize  what  he  says. 
Take  the  divine  names,  for  instance.  Commenting  on  Exodus  3 :14- 
17,  a  passage  crucial  to  our  understanding  of  the  meaning  of  “Yah- 
weh,”  van  Imschoot  stresses  the  meanings  “to  become,”  “to  be  in 
activity.”  This  meaning  he  contrasts  sharply  with  the  causative 
(“cause  to  be”)  and  ontic  or  essential  ("absolute  being”)  explana¬ 
tions.  The  name  Yahweh  “was  intended  to  remove  the  people’s 
doubts,  because  they  wished  to  know  the  name  of  the  God  who  sent 
Moses  so  as  to  be  sure  that  this  God  would  be  capable  of  achieving 
this  deliverance”  (I,  p.  16). 

The  title  Yahweh  Seba’oth  describes  God  as  Lord  of  all  heavenly 
and  earthly  forces.  Van  Imschoot  comes  to  this  conclusion  after  sur¬ 
veying  various  theories  which  would  link  the  term  seba’oth  too  nar¬ 
rowly  either  to  the  armies  of  Israel  or  to  the  celestial  hosts,  the  stars, 
which  fought  against  Sisera  (Judges  5:20).  The  use  of  this  title  by 
the  prophets  is  particularly  appropriate  to  their  polemics  against  the 
astral  deities  revered  by  Israel’s  neighbors.  The  prophets,  in  effect, 
are  saying  that  the  stars  are  not  gods  at  all  but  part  of  God’s  great 
army  whose  troops  man  both  earth  and  heaven. 

In  dealing  with  the  nature  of  God,  van  Imschoot  wisely  gives  a 
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good  bit  of  attention  to  god’s  holiness  :  "holiness  is  what  character¬ 
izes  divinity  to  the  point  that  holiness  constitutes  the  essence  of  divin¬ 
ity”  (I,  p.  40).  After  he  discusses  at  some  length  the  ritual  and 
moral  aspects  of  holiness,  he  treats  the  attributes  and  sentiments  of 
God,  frequently  linking  them  to  the  theme  of  holiness  which  is  so  im¬ 
portant  in  his  approach. 

Two  comments  are  in  order  on  the  sentiments  of  god.  First, 
van  Imschoot’s  attempt  to  relate  the  sentiments  to  specific  attributes 
seems  superficial :  “Love  is  the  manifestation  of  goodness,  repentance 
of  mercy,  jealousy  of  the  personality  and  unicity  of  God;  anger  and 
hatred  are  associated  with  divine  holiness  . . (I,  p.  75).  Fortunately, 
he  does  not  restrict  his  comments  within  this  tidy  arrangement,  but 
proceeds  to  deal  with  God’s  sentiments  in  a  richer,  rounder  way  than 
his  pat  analysis  implies. 

Second,  he  views  these  sentiments  as  human  qualities  attributed  to 
God.  But  should  he  not  state  this  the  other  way  around?  Love,  re¬ 
pentance,  jealousy,  anger,  and  hatred  are  certainly  qualities  found 
among  men  but  always  in  mixed  and  marred  form.  Theologians  go 
to  great  lengths  to  show  how  these  qualities  exist  in  perfect  and 
noncontradictory  fashion  in  Goc[,  and  van  Imschoot  agrees.  Would  it 
not  be  more  consistent  with  his  view  both  of  creation  and  of  revela¬ 
tion  for  our  author  to  see  these,  sentiments  as  essential  expressions  of 
God’s  character  which  man,  created  in  God’s  image,  shares  in 
broken,  partial  form? 

The  author’s  commitment  to  the  uniqueness  of  Israel’s  faith  comes 
through  strongly  in  his  sections  on  god’s  covenant  with  and  elec¬ 
tion  OF  ISRAEL. 

By  these  two  properties,  namely  its  gratuitous  as  well  as  its  moral  and  con¬ 
ditional  character,  the  covenant  of  Yahweh  with  Israel  differs  from  cove¬ 
nants  and  natural  relations  which  unite  other  peoples  with  their  national 
gods  (I,  p.  232). 

And  again : 

In  those  religions  [of  the  ancient  East]  the  bond  which  unites  each  people 
with  their  gods  originated  from  the  nature  of  things;  in  the  Old  Testament 
and  in  Judaism  this  bond  is  bom  from  an  act  of  the  will  and  intelligence  of 
the  personal  God,  since  it  is  the  result  of  a  gratuitous  choice  and  based 
solely  on  love;  it  began  at  a  given  moment  of  history  and  is  attached  to 
certain  historical  events,  which  appear  as  special  interventions  of  Yahweh  in 
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the  course  of  human  things  and  as  manifestations  of  His  particular  benevo¬ 
lence  (I,  pp.  254-255).“ 

Thoroughly  aware  of  the  complexities  of  the  covenant  traditions  as 
given  in  the  Pentateuch  and  elaborated  by  the  prophets,  van  Im- 
schoot  has  aptly  captured  the  threads  which  tie  the  Old  Testament 
together  and  give  it  its  uniqueness.20 

Nowhere  does  van  Imschoot’s  competence  as  philologist  and  ex- 
egete  stand  him  in  better  stead  than  in  his  discussion  of  the  nature 
of  man.  Rightly  he  sees  man  Cadam)  as  basically  a  collective  or 
generic  term  used  primarily  to  distinguish  the  human  species  from 
the  animal  world  on  the  one  hand  and  from  God  on  the  other  (II,  pp. 
1"2).  And  rightly  he  shies  away  from  the  more  speculative  questions 
of  the  dichotomous  or  trichotomous  nature  of  man,  concluding  rather 
that  man  in  the  Old  Testament  is  viewed  synthetically  as  a  physico- 
psychic  organism  (II,  p.  35). 21 

Again,  he  takes  pain  to  show  how  the  Hebrew  view  of  "flesh”  does 
not  correspond  with  our  Western  concepts,  influenced  as  they  are 
by  Greek  thought.  After  sketching  the  intimate  relationships  between 
flesh  and  soul  and  between  flesh  and  heart,  van  Imschoot  reminds  us 
that  the  narrative  does  not  speak  strictly  of  the  creation  of  the  body, 
the  flesh,  or  the  soul,  but  of  man  infused  with  the  breath  of  life. 
Therefore,  he  feels  that  debates  over  dichotomy  or  trichotomy  in  the 
Old  Testament  are  irrelevant,  except  in  the  sapient  literature  where 
Greek  influence  is  more  prevalent.22 

“Apparently  van  Imschoot  did  not  have  access  to  the  writings  of  G.  Menden¬ 
hall  and  D.  McCarthy  on  the  relationship  of  the  Israelite  covenant  and  laws 
to  the  Near  Eastern,  and  particularly  Hittite,  treaty  patterns.  In  his  supple¬ 
mentary  bibliography  they  are  mentioned  without  comment  (I,  p.  300). 

J*  Giblet,  op.  ctt.j  pp.  3-42,  begins  his  book  with  fertile  studies  on  election 
and  covenant.  His  approach  underscores  the  priority  of  these  themes  and 
spotlights  the  way  in  which  God  made  himself  known  to  his  people. 

“In  bis  treatment  of  the  nature  of  man,  van  Imschoot  is  indebted  to  the 
works  of  H.  W.  Robinson  and  A.  R.  Johnson  among  others.  In  contrast,  Hein- 
isch's  discussion  of  this  topic  shows  almost  no  evidence  of  interaction  with 
contemporary  biblical  theologians.  He  is  content  (p.  169)  to  sketch  quickly 
some  Old  Testament  passages  and  to  conclude:  "Hence  a  survey  of  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  doctrine  shows  no  evidence  for  considering  man  trichotomous”  The  basic 
unity  of  man’s  psychosomatic  nature  is  given  short  shrift  by  Heinisch. 

“  In  my  opinion,  van  Imschoot  overstates  the  impact  of  Greek  philosophy  on 
Ecclesiastes  (vol.  II,  pp.  13-14). 
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Like  Heinisch,  van  Imschoot  denies  that  the  Old  Testament  al¬ 
ludes  to  the  preexistence  of  the  soul.  Discussing  the  two  passages 
which  purportedly  imply  preexistence  (Job  1 :21  and  Wisdom  8:19- 
20) ,  he  insists  that  exegetes  have  misinterpreted  both.  Job’s  point  is 
that  he  will  die  as  bereft  of  human  goods  as  he  was  born,  not  that  he 
will  return  to  some  previous  state  of  existence.  The  author  of  Wisdom 
is  not  reflecting  a  Platonic  view  of  preexistence  as  some  have  claimed. 
Rather,  van  Imschoot  holds,  he  is  using  Greek  terminology,  while 
expressing  basically  Jewish  ideas.  For  Plato,  the  soul’s  captivity  with¬ 
in  the  body  was  a  kind  of  punishment  defiling  to  the  soul.  In  contrast, 
Wisdom  describes  “Solomon’s”  birth  as  the  union  of  a  good  soul  and 
an  unsullied  body.28 

In  the  length  and  detail  of  his  discussion  of  afterlife  in  the  Old 
Testament,  our  author’s  concern  for  Catholic  orthodoxy  shows  itself 
quite  clearly.  Wisely  he  distinguishes  among  three  facets  of  the  topic 
of  afterlife:  survival  of  man  after  death,  in  which  virtually  all  the 
ancients  believed;  retribution  in  the  hereafter,  which  appears  in  the 
later  books  of  the  Old  Testament;  immortality  of  the  soul,  which  is 
clearly  taught  first  in  Wisdom  and  in  the  New  Testament.24  And 
wisely  he  warns  against  the  imposing  of  a  rigid  uniformity  upon  the 
diverse  data  on  afterlife  found  in  the  Old  Testament.  While  recogniz¬ 
ing  a  certain  process  of  development  in  Israel’s  views  of  survival  after 
death,  he  sternly  insists  that  it  not  be  explained  by  a  rigid  evolu¬ 
tionary  theory  like  that  of  Wellhausen  (II,  pp.  45-46). 

After  a  thorough  discussion  of  Sheol,  van  Imschoot  notes  the  two 
factors  which  shaped  the  gradual  development  of  Israel’s  belief  in 
life  beyond  the  grave :  experiences  in  life  which  rocked  their  faith  in 
the  justice  of  retribution  in  the  here  and  now,  and  the  devout  faith  of 
some  Israelites  who  dared  hope  for  a  lasting  fellowship  with  God  (II, 
pp.  57-58).  He  concludes,  after  studying  Psalms  16,  49,  73,  and  Job 
19  in  some  detail,  that  none  of  these  passages,  with  the  possible  ex- 

**  Heinisch,  op.  cit.,  pp.  166-167;  van  Imschoot,  vol.  II,  pp.  24-25.  The  fact 
that  both  authors  grapple  with  this  question  seems  to  suggest  a  certain  de¬ 
fensiveness  about  the  canonicity  of  Wisdom.  Protestant  scholars  have  some¬ 
times  used  an  alleged  Platonic  doctrine  of  preexistence  as  an  argument  against 
the  inclusion  of  this  apocryphal  work  in  the  canon. 

34  Heinisch,  op.  cit ,  p.  171,  tends  to  read  the  later  understanding  of  immor¬ 
tality  in  the  earlier  stages  of  biblical  history:  “Israel  at  all  times  firmly  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  soul,  when  separated  from  the  body,  does  not  cease  to  exist.” 
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ception  of  Psalm  49,  does  much  more  than  prepare  the  way  for  a 
full-blown  doctrine  of  afterlife  by  challenging  the  traditional  teach¬ 
ings  on  retribution  in  this  present  life. 

Turning  to  the  topic  of  resurrection,  van  Imschoot  suggests  that 
Ezekiel’s  use  of  resurrection  as  a  figure  for  Israel’s  restoration  (Eze¬ 
kiel  37)  is  a  testimony  to  God’s  power  to  raise  the  dead,  though  a 
general  resurrection  of  all  men  was  not  in  view  in  Ezekiel’s  time. 
Isaiah  53:10  seems,  in  his  opinion,  to  imply  the  resurrection  of  the 
servant  of  the  Lord,  while  making  no  connection  between  his  resur¬ 
rection  and  a  state  of  eternal  life  (II,  pp.  66-67). 

In  the  well-known  crux,  Isaiah  26:19,  the  bodily  resurrection  of 
the  Israelite  dead  not  only  is  seen  to  be  a  symbol  of  Israel’s  restora¬ 
tion,  but  also  is  “announced  as  a  future  reality.”  Participation  in  this 
resurrection  is  restricted  to  the  dead  who  belong  to  Yahweh,  i.e.,  the 
Israelites,  although  it  is  possible  that  all  righteous  persons  are  in¬ 
cluded  (II,  pp.  67-68). 

Following  a  discussion  of  Daniel  12:1-3  and  some  deuterocanonical 
writings,  van  Imschoot  draws  one  of  his  characteristic  contrasts  be¬ 
tween  Israel’s  faith  and  the  religions  of  her  neighbors :  In  the  Persian 
religion  the  resurrection  of  the  dead  is  universal,  stemming  from  a 
belief  in  the  destruction  and  the  renewal  of  the  world ;  for  the  people 
of  Israel  it  is  limted  to  the  righteous  or  the  elect,  because  it  is  born 
of  their  faith  in  the  justice  of  Yahweh  and  in  the  messianic  age  with 
its  program  of  restoration  (II,  p.  71). 

Van  Imschoot’s  handling  of  this  whole  topic  is  typical  of  his  com¬ 
bination  of  scholarly  balance  and  theological  conviction.  He  resists  the 
temptation  to  read  too  much  New  Testament  theology  into  the  earlier 
texts;  at  the  same  time,  he  strongly  affirms  the  part  that  the  Old 
Testament  passages  played  in  blazing  the  trail  for  Christ  and  the 
apostles.  Characteristic,  too,  is  his  zeal  to  distinguish  biblical  faith 
from  the  other  religions.28 

Time  and  again  van  Imschoot’s  theological  insights  combine  with 
his  own  devout  faith  to  produce  passages  which  penetrate  to  the 
heart  of  Israel’s  beliefs.  For  instance,  in  his  discussion  of  the  fear  of 
god,  one  of  man’s  religious  duties,  he  rightly  perceives  the  intimate 

38  Van  Imschoot’s  treatment  of  resurrection  so  closely  parallels  Heinisch's 
that  one  gains  the  distinct  impression  that  he  is  dependent  on  the  briefer,  ear¬ 
lier  work  of  Heinisch  which  first  appeared  in  German  in  1940. 
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connection  between  man's  fear  of  God  and  his  confidence  in  God's 
grace.  The  awesome  sovereignty  of  God's  grace  in  granting  forgive¬ 
ness  is  itself  the  greatest  ground  for  fearing  him  (II,  p.  99)  .26 

Again,  his  sketch  of  the  knowledge  of  god  merits  comment.  More 
practical  than  theoretical  in  perspective,  knowing  God  is  recognizing 
him  for  what  he  is  in  sovereignty,  might,  goodness,  and  faithfulness 
and  then  responding  in  worship  and  obedience.  For  this  reason  the 
knowledge  of  God  is  virtually  synonymous  with  the  fear  of  God 
(II,  pp.  102-103). 

One  of  van  Imschoot's  outstanding  contributions  is  the  section  on 
sacrifice.  He  not  only  treats  in  some  detail  the  various  sacrifices, 
analyzing  the  meaning  of  their  ingredients  and  ritual,  but  he  also 
tries  to  grapple  with  their  theological  purposes.  In  addition  to  re¬ 
establishing  fellowship  with  God  and  causing  the  sins  of  the  people 
to  disappear,  the  sacrificial  system  was  intended  to  appease  the 
wrath  of  God  (II,  p.  141).  Despite  the  trend  in  biblical  scholarship  to 
play  down  the  element  of  propitiation,  van  Imschoot  properly  recog¬ 
nizes  the  major  role  it  played  in  Israel's  worship.27 

In  the  final  section  of  volume  II  dealing  with  sin,  van  Imschoot 
returns  to  the  subject  of  atonement,  as  touched  in  the  final  servant 
song  (Isaiah  52:13-53:12).  Clearly  distinguishing  the  suffering  of 
the  servant  from  that  of  the  many  psalmists  who  despair  of  life,  van 
Imschoot  tries  to  isolate  what  is  new  and  unique  in  the  picture  of  ex¬ 
piation  wrought  by  the  servant.  Neither  expiation  by  substitution  nor 
intercession  sets  this  song  apart.  Rather,  the  distinguishing  character¬ 
istic  is  the  sinless  servant's  voluntary  acceptance  of  suffering,  as  God 
charges  him  with  the  sins  which  the  people  had  committed.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  this  sacrifice  is  so  freely  given  is  the  conviction 
that  it  is  part  of  the  divine  plan  of  salvation  (II,  pp.  329-333). 

If  van  Imschoot  does  not  draw  out  the  messianic  implications  of 
the  servant's  sacrifice,  it  is  probably  because  his  projected  volume 
III  on  salvation  was  never  published.  This  unhappy  fact  accounts  for 

“This  passage  is  based,  of  course,  on  Psalm  130. 

97  For  contrasting  approaches  to  this  subject,  see  C.  H.  Dodd’s  The  Bible 
and  the  Greeks,  second  ed.  (Chicago:  Alec  R.  Allenson,  1954),  where  expia¬ 
tion  is  stressed;  and  see  Leon  Morris*  Apostolic  Preaching  of  the  Cross 
(Grand  Rapids:  Eerdmans,  1956),  which  makes  a  strong  case  for  the  propiti¬ 
atory  nature  of  atonement. 
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the  truncated  nature  of  his  work  which  closes  on  the  note  of  sin,  and 
bypasses  completely  the  major  themes  of  messianism  and  eschatology. 

From  Heinisch’s  work,  whose  structure  throughout  closely  re¬ 
sembles  van  Imschoot’s  and  may  well  have  served  as  a  paradigm  for 
it,  we  can  reconstruct  the  themes  which  probably  would  have  been 
sounded  in  volume  III.  Heinisch  calls  his  last  section  Redemption 
and  divides  it  into  three  parts:  judgment,  the  new  kingdom  of  God, 
and  the  Messiah. 

There  is  nothing  sentimental  in  Heinisch’s  view  of  judgment. 
Whether  God  is  judging  the  Gentile  nations  or  Israel,  the  ultimate 
purpose  is  God’s  glory.  By  judgment  “His  honor,  violated  through 
sin,  was  repaired.”  28  And  again,  “by  disciplining  Israel  to  the  brink 
of  annihilation,  satisfaction  was  made  to  Yahweh’s  holiness  and  jus¬ 
tice.”  29  Not  that  the  correcting  or  restoring  ministry  of  judgment  is 
overlooked,  but  it  is  linked  to  God’s  glory  in  the  fulfillment  of  his 
sovereign  purposes,  not  to  a  concern  for  man’s  convenience. 

The  section  on  the  new  kingdom  of  god  concentrates  on  the 
restoration  of  Israel  and  the  conversion  of  the  Gentiles ;  it  concludes 
with  a  discussion  of  the  messianic  kingdom.  As  usual,  Heinisch  does 
little  more  than  compile  a  topical  concordance  of  the  pertinent  pas¬ 
sages,  especially  from  the  prophets. 

An  exception  is  his  survey  of  some  of  the  difficult  prophecies.  Here 
he  makes  a  number  of  helpful  suggestions  to  aid  in  interpretation.  For 
example,  he  reminds  us  that  the  prophets  do  not  usually  depict  the 
future  in  chronological  sequence.  Events  in  God’s  future  redemption 
merge  so  that  it  is  difficult  to  sort  out  what  may  take  place  in  the 
near  future  from  end-time  happenings.  Helpful,  too,  is  his  reminder 
that  prophecies  of  the  future  are  usually  couched  in  language  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  place  and  time  in  which  the  prophet  lived. 

Heinisch’s  discussion  of  the  Messiah  reveals  his  deep  commitment 
to  the  unity  of  the  Bible.  For  instance,  the  promise  in  Genesis  3:15 
“is  true  of  all  men,  but  in  a  unique  manner  applies  to  Christ  who,  as 
Eve’s  child,  delivered  us  from  the  serpent’s  power.”  30  Again,  he 
interprets  Isaiah  7 : 14  as  a  direct  prophecy  of  the  virgin  birth,  no 
aspect  of  which  is  fulfilled  in  Ahaz’  time.  The  terms  “mighty  God” 

28  Heinisch,  op.  cit.,  p.  279. 

29  Ibid. 

"Ibid.,  p.  304. 
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and  “son  of  God”  in  Isaiah  9 :5  and  Psalm  2 :7  are  considered  clear 
proofs  of  the  Messiah's  divinity. 

The  value  of  Heinisch’s  work  is  seriously  compromised  by  his 
almost  simplistic  approach  to  the  subject  of  messianism.  He  makes 
no  attempt  to  tackle  the  technical  questions  which  swarm  around  the 
topic  in  the  Old  Testament.  Does  the  term  Messiah  ever  occur  in  the 
Old  Testament  as  a  title  of  the  coming  king?  In  what  sense  are  the 
royal  psalms,  which  describe  Israel's  kings  in  ideal  terms,  to  be  un¬ 
derstood  messianically  ?  Is  there  a  connection  between  the  royal  of¬ 
fice  of  the  Messiah  and  the  suffering  servant? 

In  short,  Heinisch  skirts  most  of  the  problems  whether  theological, 
historical,  or  exegetical  and  contents  himself  with  brief  expositions 
of  passages  which  traditionally  have  been  given  a  messianic  slant.  His 
motive  may  be  commendable,  but  his  method  is  questionable.  Dis¬ 
service  is  done  the  study  of  both  Testaments  when  New  Testament 
interpretations  are  read  back  into  the  Old  Testament  passages  in 
such  a  way  as  to  ignore  their  setting  and  context.  We  cannot  force 
on  the  Bible  a  unity  that  does  not  flow  out  of  its  own  texture.31 

What  van  Imschoot  would  have  done  with  messianism  we  can  only 
guess.  But  it  is  safe  to  say  that  his  characteristic  caution  and  balance 
would  have  served  his  church  and  all  of  us  more  effectively  than 
Heinisch's  somewhat  doctrinaire  presentation. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE 
OLD  AND  NEW  TESTAMENTS 

The  work  of  van  Imschoot  is  a  Christian  theology  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  in  every  sense  of  the  term.  Hebrews  1  :l-2  is  a  paradigm  for  his 
understanding  of  the  relationship  between  the  Testaments.  As  we 
have  seen,  the  basic  unity  is  provided  by  the  one  God  speaking 
^  throughout  the  Bible :  “It  is  the  same  God  who  has  spoken  through 
the  prophets  and  through  His  Son,  that  is  to  say,  it  is  the  same  God 
who  has  communicated  His  thought  and  especially  His  will  to  men” 
(I,p.2). 

31  Much  more  satisfying  is  A.  Gelin’s  brief  essay  “The  Messias  of  God”  in 
J.  Giblet,  The  God  of  Israel ,  The  God  of  Christians,  pp.  199-218.  Gelin  is 
much  more  sensitive  to  the  subtle  developments  in  messianism  and  the  way  in 
which  the  New  Testament  braids  several  Old  Testament  strands  together: 
suffering  servant,  son  of  man,  royal  messiah,  priestlike  Melchizedek,  new  and 
final  Adam. 
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The  New  Testament  completes  and  crowns  the  Old:  “The  old 
revelation  was  necessarily  incomplete  and  imperfect  because  it  was 
advancing  toward  the  complete  and  final  form  which  the  Son  was  to 
give  (I,  p.  3).  Because  of  his  emphasis  on  this  pattern  of  progressive 
revelation,  van  Imschoot  goes  on  to  state  its  importance  for  biblical 
theology:  “while  paying  scrupulous  respect  to  the  special  characteris¬ 
tics  of  the  Old  Testament,  biblical  theology  will  bring. about  a  syn¬ 
thesis  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Old  Testament  with  a  view  towards  the 
new  revelation,  since  the  new  crowns  the  old  and  testifies  to  the  final 
pattern  God  was  following  in  the  old  economy  and  throughout  the 
vicissitudes  of  Israel's  religion”  (I,  p.  3)J 52 
Heinisch  is  even  more  direct  and  specific  about  the  preparatory 
role  of  the  Old  Testament.  The  conclusion  of  his  work  is  titled  “Old 
Testament  Religion  Perfected  in  the  New.”  Though  the  nature  of 
God  and  his  demand  for  loving  worship  provide  continuity  between 
the  Testaments,  the  coming  of  Christ  marks  a  new  beginning  which 
both  deepens  our  knowledge  of  God  and  sharpens  our  sense  of  obli¬ 
gation  to  him  and  others.  Both  in  granting  freedom  from  the  Mosaic 
law  and  in  offering  full  forgiveness  through  the  cross,  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment  goes  far  beyond  the  old,  while  building  on  its  foundation. 

To  Heinisch,  “The  Old  Testament  was  designed  to  condition  men's 
minds  for  Christ,”  as  the  law  “preserved  Israel  from  being  assimi¬ 
lated  by  her  pagan  environment,  inasmuch  as  it  imposed  self-mastery, 
kept  alive  a  consciousness  of  sin  and  fostered  a  yearning  for  salva¬ 
tion.”  38  But  when  Christ  came,  God  no  longer  needed  Israel.  “He 
willed  to  retain  the  imperishable  religious  content  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  for  His  new  kingdom,  but  first  He  detached  his  new  foundation 
from  ancient  moorings  lest  Israel  continue  to  impede  His  plan.”34 
Perhaps  the  need  for  terseness  is  to  blame,  but  Heinisch  here  seems 

“A,  Gelin,  The  Key  Concepts  of  the  Old  Testament,  p.  xiii,  makes  Christian 
involvement  in  the  Old  Testament  pointedly  personal:  "This  history  is  ours, 
since,  as  St  Paul  says,  we  are  Abraham's  descendants ;  and  its  great  themes, 
its  great  constants,  must  be  returned  to  again  and  again."  All  this  is  true  be¬ 
cause  “The  Old  Testament  is  one  vast  prophecy  whose  governing  principles 
are  not  at  first  apparent ;  a  land  of  mystery  in  which  we  have  to  learn  to  dis¬ 
cern  the  royal  roads  that  lead  to  Christ.  It  was  to  Christ  that  God’s  secret 
but  powerful  influence  led  Israel"  (p.  xi). 

“  Heinisch,  op.  cit.,  p.  372. 

“Ibid.,  p.  373. 


212  •  Contemporary  Old  Testament  Theologians 


both  to  underplay  the  organic  unity  between  the  Testaments  and  to 
overlook  the  part  that  Israel  is  yet  to  enjoy  in  God's  redemptive  pro¬ 
gram  according  to  Romans  11. 

In  addition  to  the  section  on  the  Messiah  noted  above,  two  other 
parts  of  Heinisch’s  work  speak  volumes  about  his  view  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  Testaments*  First,  in  his  discussion  of  the  na¬ 
ture  of  God  he  devotes  over  twenty  pages  to  “Preparation  for  the 
Mystery  of  the  Most  Holy  Trinity.”  While  stressing  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment's  teaching  on  the  unity  of  God  in  contrast  with  the  polytheism 
that  continually  threatened  to  seduce  Israel,  Heinisch  holds :  “Never¬ 
theless,  the  greatest  mystery  of  Christian  faith  [the  Trinity]  should 
at  least  have  been  foreshadowed  in  the  Old  Testament.” 85 

Setting  aside  some  of  the  more  extravagant  interpretations  of  the 
Fathers  of  the  first  Christian  centuries,  he  surveys  a  number  of 
themes  which  in  his  view  prepare  the  way  for  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity:  the  angel  of  the  Lord,  Wisdom,  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh,  and 
the  Word  of  God.  It  is  only  fair  to  note  that  Heinisch  shows  consid¬ 
erable  discretion  in  his  study  of  these  concepts  and  refrains  from 
reading  New  Testament  ideas  back  into  them,  though  he  does  take 
pains  to  show  their  New  Testament  development. 

The  second  passage  which  indicates  Heinisch’s  views  on  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  the  Testaments  is  his  “Critique  of  Old  Testament  Moral¬ 
ity.”  “Since  the  Old  Testament  is  only  an  anteroom  to  the  New  Tes¬ 
tament,”  80  later  New  Testament  standards  of  conduct  should  not 
be  expected.  In  the  laws  of  marriage  and  divorce,  in  the  ban  (herem) 
which  demanded  the  destruction  of  the  enemies  of  Yahweh,  in  the  at¬ 
titude  toward  foreign  nations  which  often  degenerated  into  hatred, 
Heinisch  finds  the  teaching  of  the  Old  Testament  and  the  reactions 
of  Israel  definitely  inferior  to  the  standards  of  the  New  Testament. 
Still,  he  notes,  the  Old  Testament  itself  often  provides  corrections  to 
some  of  these  abuses.  And  compared  with  the  morality  of  her  neigh¬ 
bors,  Israel's  standards  had  a  certain  loftiness  that  reflected  the 
uniqueness  of  her  revelation. 

Far  less  frequently  than  Heinisch  does  van  Imschoot  show  how  an 
Old  Testament  idea  is  picked  up  and  developed  in  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment.  When  he  does,  the  reference  is  usually  terse  and  almost  off- 

m  Ibid.,  p.  102. 

“Ibid.,  p.  212. 
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hand.  For  instance,  to  a  discussion  of  the  relationship  between  God's 
justice  and  his  mercy,  van  Imschoot  adds:  “This  doctrine  will  be 
taken  up  by  St.  Paul”  (I,  p.  71). 87 

At  other  times  he  cites  the  New  Testament  in  order  to  show  how 
it  sought  to  correct  Jewish  misunderstanding  of  an  Old  Testament 
theme: 

The  Jews  .  .  .  forgot  that  the  divine  election  was  addressed  to  the  nation, 
not  to  the  individuals ;  they  interpreted  the  love  and  the  promises  of  Yahweh 
toward  their  ancestors  as  a  blind  partiality  ...  so  that  eventually  they  be¬ 
lieved  that  .  .  .  belonging  to  the  race  of  Abraham  would  assure  the  salva¬ 
tion  of  their  descendants.  Against  this  deformation  of  the  doctrine  of  elec¬ 
tion  rose  up  John  the  Baptist,  and  Jesus,  and  St.  Paul  (I,  p.  255). 38 

No  doubt  van  Imschoot's  inability  to  publish  his  projected  third 
volume  has  robbed  us  of  the  best  resource  from  which  to  draw  con¬ 
clusions  about  his  view  of  the  relationship  between  the  Testaments. 
As  it  is,  he  has  left  us  little  evidence  of  the  precise  ways  in  which  the 
new  revelation  completes  the  old.  There  is,  of  course,  an  historical 
connection  as  the  Old  Testament  events  prepare  for  those  of  the  New 
Testament  and  then  give  way  to  them.  And  there  is  a  thematic  con¬ 
nection  as  the  New  Testament  picks  up  ideas  from  the  Old,  adjusting 
and  expanding  them  in  the  full  light  of  Christ's  advent. 

But  neither  the  historical  nor  the  thematic  connections  are  spelled 
out  in  detail  by  van  Imschoot.  Though  he  is  a  thoroughly  Christian 
theologian,  his  writings,  unlike  those  of  von  Rad,  Eichrodt,  Knight, 
Vriezen,  and  others,  do  not  tell  us  specifically  how  he  ties  the  Testa¬ 
ments  together.  The  index  of  passages  to  van  Imschoot' s  first  volume 
indicates  his  relative  paucity  of  reference  to  the  New  Testament :  for 
forty  pages  of  Old  Testament  references,  a  page  and  a  half  of  New 
Testament.  The  revelatory  process  of  Hebrew  1  :l-2  may  be  his  par¬ 
adigm,  but  van  Imschoot  has  not  done  enough  conjugating  with  it 
for  us  to  see  clearly  what  he  means.80 

87  Cf.  also  I,  p.  100  for  a  similar  note  in  regard  to  the  new  heaven  and  new 
earth,  and  II,  p.  16  in  regard  to  the  use  of  “flesh”  as  the  seat  of  human  sin. 

88  Cf.  also  II,  p.  197,  where  van  Imschoot  shows  how  the  New  Testament 
challenges  the  Jewish  interpretation  of  the  sabbath. 

59  Happily,  other  French-speaking  Catholic  scholars  have  teamed  together  to 
produce  a  book  which  does  show  how  a  number  of  themes  develop  through 
both  Testaments:  J.  Giblet,  The  God  of  Israel,  The  God  of  Christians .  In  a 
simple  yet  sensitive  way,  the  book  deals  with  five  clusters  of  concepts — God’s 
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a  concerted  attempt  is  made  to  deal  with  the  themes  within  the  mood  and 
methods  of  biblical  rather  than  systematic  theology.  Though  less  technical  than 
H.  H.  Rowley’s  The  Unity  of  the  Bible  (London:  The  Carey  Kingsgate  Press, 
Ltd.,  1953),  the  work  of  Giblet  and  his  colleagues  drinks  at  the  same  stream 
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demptive  mission  through  the  whole  Bible.  And  the  deep  devotional  impact  is 
an  added  bonus. 
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